


[image: 001]





[image: 001]





Table of Contents

 


Title Page

Dedication

Introduction

 


CHAPTER ONE - THE WAR ON AMERICA

I’M SO SORRY

“ILL-CONCEIVED, ILL-CONCEALED CONTEMPT”

ANTI-AMERICAN PROPAGANDA? YES, PLEASE!

STICKING IT TO THE UNITED STATES SO THE UN DOESN’T HAVE TO

FUNDING THE UN: A FOOL AND HIS MONEY ARE SOON PARTED

THE INTERNATIONAL GREEN DREAM

“THIS IS ABSOLUTELY BACKWARDS”

AMERICAN CULTURE? THAT’S INTOLERANT!

“WE DON’T WANT TO DRINK WATER FROM A WHITE WATER FOUNTAIN”

ASSERTIONS “UNACCOMPANIED BY PERSUASIVE LEGAL CLAIMS”

PRAISING COMRADE CHE

TAXES AND REGULATIONS GO GLOBAL

 


CHAPTER TWO - THE WAR ON THE RIGHT

“THE EMPIRE IS STRIKING BACK”

“IT’S A SUBSTANCE PROBLEM”

CIVILITY FOR THEE, NOT FOR ME

I’VE BEEN DOING BIN LADEN

DEFLECTION: A VALUED SKILL FOR TEAM OBAMA

“THEY GOT A WAR WITH US”

“WE DON’T BELIEVE IN A SMALL AMERICA”

“THEY’D LOVE TO SEE [US] HANGING ON A TREE”

“REPUBLICAN LEADERS IN WASHINGTON JUST DON’T GET IT”

YOU WANT TO REDUCE THE NATIONAL DEBT? THAT’S RACIST!

DIVIDE AND CONQUER: OBAMA’S IDENTITY POLITICS

“WE’RE BETTER THAN THAT”

“DISSEMINATING PUSHBACK”

ANTI-LIFE REPUBLICANS?

ALL-OUT CLASS WARFARE

ACT “LIKE GROWNUPS”

THE MEDICARE SCARE

“A SUGAR-COATED SATAN SANDWICH”

“THEIR VISION IS RADICAL”

“A STRATEGY OF RUINING THE COUNTRY TO RULE THE COUNTRY”

 


CHAPTER THREE - THE WAR ON THE DISOBEDIENT

HOW MANY OTHER PAPERS HAVE GOTTEN CALLS LIKE THIS?”

“IT’S GOING TO COST YOU”

BUSINESS: THE NEW PUBLIC ENEMY #1

A “TEA PARTY DOWNGRADE”

“A CREEPY, AUTHORITARIAN NUTJOB”

THE CRUSADE AGAINST VOTER ID LAWS: “AN AFFRONT TO CIVIC ORDER”

ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION: “OUR OWN GOVERNMENT HAS BECOME OUR ENEMY”

TARGETING RED STATES: “COULDN’T HE PRETEND HE’S PRESIDENT ... OF ALL THE PEOPLE?”

 


CHAPTER FOUR - THE WAR ON OUR CULTURE AND VALUES

A SECRET, “OPEN EXCHANGE” ON GAY ISSUES

“EVOLVING”

A THREAT TO RELIGIOUS LIBERTY

“EXTREME,” “UNTENABLE,” AND “REMARKABLE”

A PREDETERMINED CONCLUSION ON GAYS IN THE MILITARY

THE REAL ANTI-SCIENCE PRESIDENT

MAKING ABORTION RARE? HARDLY

OBAMA’S BROKEN ABORTION FUNDING PROMISE

HAVING “SURROGATES DO ITS DIRTY WORK”

HARASSING A PEACEFUL, PRAYERFUL MAN

“THE MOST PRO-ABORTION PRESIDENT IN OUR COUNTRY’S HISTORY”

“DIMINISHING THE CIVIL RIGHTS” OF HEALTHCARE PROVIDERS

“PREGNANCY IS NOT A DISEASE”

CHILDREN AS “SEXUAL BEINGS”

AT WAR WITH THE TRADITIONAL FAMILY

“A NATION OF COWARDS ON RACE”

DIVERSITY UBER ALLES

OBAMA’S DEPARTMENT OF INJUSTICE

 


CHAPTER FIVE - THE WAR ON THE ECONOMY

JOBS “SAVED OR CREATED”? TRY “DESTROYED”

“THE LONGEST STRETCH OF HIGH UNEMPLOYMENT SINCE THE GREAT DEPRESSION”

LABOR PARTICIPATION: EVEN WORSE THAN IT SEEMS

CORRUPTION AND WASTE

INFRASTRUCTURE BOONDOGGLES

BUSH CREATED THIS MESS, SO I’LL MAKE IT WORSE—MUCH WORSE

“A BUDGET WORTHY OF GREECE”

ENTITLEMENTS TO CONSUME ALL TAX REVENUES BY 2052

ROSY PROJECTIONS

“NOTHING COULD BE FURTHER FROM THE TRUTH”

THE ON-GOING OBAMACARE DEBACLE

FURTHER EMPOWERING THE IPAB: “A RADICAL AND COUNTERPRODUCTIVE PLAN”

“CRONY CAPITALISM, BAILOUT FAVORITISM, AND GANGSTER GOVERNMENT”

“SITUATIONAL TRUTH”

GUTTING NATIONAL DEFENSE

 


CHAPTER SIX - THE WAR ON OUR FUTURE

THE ECONOMY “SHUTS DOWN IN 2027”

“IT’S DEEPLY DISTRESSING THAT THE CUTS WE AGREED TO . . . YOU HAVE ELIMINATED  ...

“THIS WOULD CAUSE U.S. INDEBTEDNESS TO EXPLODE”

“NO WONDER THAT WE ARE HEADED FOR THE LARGEST DEFICIT EVER”

“WE WILL NOT BE ADDING MORE TO THE NATIONAL DEBT”

AN ADDITIONAL $80,000 OF DEBT PER HOUSEHOLD

“BLISTERING PARTISANSHIP AND MULTIPLE DISTORTIONS”

A SHEEP IN HAWK’S CLOTHING

“THERE’S STILL NOTHING OUT THERE. WHY NOT JUST RELEASE THE PLAN?”

“HE IMPERIOUSLY SUMMONED CONGRESSIONAL LEADERS”

“I CANNOT GUARANTEE THAT THOSE CHECKS GO OUT”

“I MAKE NO APOLOGIES FOR BEING REASONABLE”

“THE FOOD STAMP PRESIDENT”

OSAWATOMIE PROGRESSIVISM

REPUBLICANS PASS RYAN BUDGET; OBAMA GOES BALLISTIC

 


CHAPTER SEVEN - THE WAR ON OIL

BOOSTING PRICES TO EUROPE’S LEVELS

“COMPLETELY UNINFORMED ABOUT THE OIL AND GAS INDUSTRY”

“A FEDERAL RESPONSE EFFORT DOOMED TO FAIL”

HOLDER “HAS COME CLOSE” TO CROSSING THE LINE

THEY “DON’T HAVE THE FOGGIEST IDEA WHAT’S GOING ON DOWN HERE”

8,000-12,000 JOB LOSSES: GOOD NEWS!

“ENCOURAGING OTHER COUNTRIES TO CREATE THE JOBS THAT WE NEED”

“A CHILLING EXAMPLE OF THIS ADMINISTRATION’S MISGUIDED APPROACH”

MANIPULATING SCIENCE

A MINIMUM SEVEN-YEAR BAN

“HUNDREDS OF THOUSANDS OF LOST JOBS”

OTHER ASSAULTS ON DRILLING

“MY WARNING IS NOT JUST SPECIFIC TO KEYSTONE”

OBAMA’S TWO FAVORITE ENERGY LIES

 


CHAPTER EIGHT - THE WAR ON OTHER ENERGY SOURCES

SHUTTING DOWN NUCLEAR ENERGY IN THE NAME OF EXPANDING IT

CAFE STANDARDS: “A WILLFUL REJECTION OF REALITY”

FEEDING THE MOUTH THAT BITES YOU

WATER POLLUTION REGULATIONS

$57,000 PER HOME AND “NO MATERIAL IMPACT ON JOBS”

FROM $1.3 MILLION TO $24.2 MILLION PER “PERMANENT” JOB

SOLYNDRA: “INFUSED WITH POLITICS AT EVERY LEVEL”

“IT WAS AN INSANE BUSINESS MODEL”

LIBERALISM MEANS NEVER HAVING TO SAY YOU’RE SORRY

“THEY DID PUSH VERY HARD FOR US TO HOLD OUR ANNOUNCEMENT”

“SOLYNDRA WAS JUST THE BEGINNING”

GREEN JOBS—THE RECORD

REGULATING COAL OUT OF BUSINESS

“AN UNWARRANTED POWER GRAB”

 


CHAPTER NINE - THE WAR ON BUSINESS

“AT HIS CORE, ANTI-BUSINESS”

“EVERYBODY’S AFRAID OF THE GOVERNMENT”

THE OSAWATOMIE SPEECH

THE “BUFFETT RULE”

BOEING: “RIDICULOUS” AND “LEGALLY FRIVOLOUS”

THE CARD CHECK AMBUSH

“THE NEXT THING YOU KNOW, OSHA’S AT YOUR DOOR”

“TECHNICAL” CHANGES THAT DON’T “MAKE ANY IMPACT”

“NO OTHER PRESIDENT HAS BURDENED BUSINESSES AND INDIVIDUALS” MORE

“WHEN DOES IT END?”

REGULATION NATION

“THERE’S MORE THAN ONE WAY OF SKINNING THE CAT”

FINED $15,000 FOR HIRING TOO MANY BROKERS

“DON’T ALWAYS BELIEVE WHAT YOU HEAR”

“BUREAUCRATS WHO KNOW NOTHING ABOUT RUNNING A BUSINESS”

“WE CAN CREATE A VIRTUOUS CYCLE”

HE STILL RECEIVES A FAILING GRADE IN BUSINESS

“WE CANNOT ALLOW THE CORPORATE TAKEOVER OF OUR DEMOCRACY”

PROVING A NEGATIVE

TARGETING THE PRIVATE JET INDUSTRY: “WORDS HAVE CONSEQUENCES”

BANKS DON’T HAVE AN INHERENT RIGHT TO PROFIT

“NOT PARTICULARLY INTERESTED IN BUSINESS”

STUNNING HYPOCRISY

“ANOTHER HEAD-FAKE IN THE DIRECTION OF CAPITALISM”

OBAMA’S WAR AGAINST SMALL BUSINESS

 


CHAPTER TEN - THE WAR ON AMERICA’S NATIONAL SECURITY

“SERIOUS RESERVATIONS”

“I WILL MAKE IT MY BUSINESS TO IMPEACH HIM”

GADDAFI NEVER THREATENED CIVILIAN MASSACRE

“A RADICAL REFORMULATION OF 70 YEARS OF AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY”

THE KINETIC PIECES ARE INTERMITTENT

A “MASSIVE HUMILIATION FOR THE WESTERN ALLIANCE”

THOUSANDS OF SURFACE-TO-AIR MISSILES DISAPPEAR

“WE LED THIS THING”

“A NATIONWIDE UPRISING AGAINST MUBARAK DOES NOT EXIST”

“PERHAPS THE STUPIDEST STATEMENT... IN U.S. INTERNATIONAL HISTORY”

THE ARAB SPRING: “AN UNSHACKLING OF ISLAM”

“THE HEIGHT OF IRRESPONSIBILITY”

“U.S. FAVORABLE RATINGS ACROSS THE ARAB WORLD HAVE PLUMMETED”

ELSEWHERE AROUND THE GLOBE

THE “RESET” WITH RUSSIA

“A BACK DOOR” TO LIMITING MISSILE DEFENSE

ARMING THE WORLD

“THE MILITARY BALANCE IS UNDOUBTEDLY SHIFTING”

 


CHAPTER ELEVEN - THE WAR ON GUNS: OPERATION FAST & FURIOUS

“THIS DEATH MIGHT NOT HAVE OCCURRED HAD IT NOT BEEN FOR RECKLESS DECISIONS”

“I HAVE NOT TRIED TO EQUATE THE TWO”

FAST AND FURIOUS REQUIRED AGENTS TO ABANDON THEIR TRAINING

“LITERALLY, MY MOUTH FELL OPEN”

COVER-UP AND RETALIATION

THE LETTER “CONTAINS INACCURACIES”

HOLDER: LYING OR WOEFULLY INATTENTIVE?

“NO ONE AT JUSTICE DEPARTMENT HEADQUARTERS HAS FACED ANY MEANINGFUL CONSEQUENCES”

“ACTIVELY ENGAGED IN A COVER-UP”

CONNECTING THE DOTS

“A SERIOUS LACK OF INQUISITIVENESS”

 


CHAPTER TWELVE - THE WAR ON THE DIGNITY OF HIS OFFICE

“WE KNOW WHAT’S RIGHT”

WHEN THINGS AREN’T GOING RIGHT, FOLKS ARE GOING TO DIRECT ATTENTION AT YOU

THE OBAMAS HAVEN’T DISAPPOINTED AMERICANS. “WE DISAPPOINTED THEM”

“THEY TALK ABOUT ME LIKE A DOG”

“OBAMA HAS NOT CONNECTED EMOTIONALLY WITH VOTERS”

“ALL HE DID WAS SIGN OFF ON INITIATIVES OTHER, BETTER MEN HAD ORIGINATED”

“AN ISOLATED MAN TRAPPED IN A COLLAPSING PRESIDENCY”

OBAMA PLAYED MORE GOLF IN TWO YEARS THAN BUSH DID IN EIGHT

BO GETS HIS OWN JET

AS MUCH POMP AS THE PHARAOHS AND LUDICROUS ROMAN EMPERORS

“WITH WASHINGTON IN A DEEP FREEZE, OBAMA EXTENDS STAY IN OAHU”

“THE MOST GOLF-MAD OF ALL THE PRESIDENTS IN HISTORY”

“FIVE DAYS OF PARTIES, TOASTS AND SIGHTSEEING”

“IT’S HELL. I CAN’T STAND IT”

“A BETTER PLANE” AND “A BIGGER ENTOURAGE”

“THERE’S NO SUCH THING AS A PRESIDENTIAL VACATION”

 


CONCLUSION

Acknowledgments

NOTES

INDEX

Copyright Page




To my good friends in the conservative community on Twitter—a patriotic group of warriors fighting to save the Republic—and to the tea party movement, which has proven that the torch of freedom still burns brightly in America






INTRODUCTION

This book chronicles the destructive policies and actions of the Obama administration since my last book, Crimes Against Liberty, was published in August 2010. The two books together are intended to provide an encyclopedic account of President Obama’s broad-based assault on the American republic. In the pages that follow, I chronicle his war on our Constitution and our political and economic liberties, and recount his assault on America’s economic, social, cultural, national security, business, and industrial institutions.

While informed readers will be familiar with many of the events detailed in this book, I dare say they won’t find a comparable one-stop shop for this contemporary history we’ve all experienced. It is my hope that the sheer volume and nature of Obama’s misdeeds documented herein will shock the conscience of fair readers and demonstrate the gravity of the condition in which America now finds itself after nearly four years of his socialistic and lawless behavior, and underscore the  urgency that he be defeated in 2012. In addition, I trust that along with Crimes Against Liberty, The Great Destroyer will in future years serve as a reminder of how close America came during these years to losing finally, forever, its freedom tradition and its rightful place as the greatest, freest, noblest, and most prosperous nation in the history of mankind.

As we’ll see in this introduction and in the following chapters, President Obama has repeatedly revealed his impatience with our Constitution’s separation of powers and its checks and balances, lamenting that democracy is sometimes “messy” and frustrating. He just wants the other branches to get out of his way, because he can’t allow a silly inconvenience like the Constitution to obstruct his utopian vision for America.

Obama and his allies have repeatedly broadcast their intentions in this regard. His former chief of staff, Rahm Emanuel, promised that Obama would govern through “executive orders and directives to get the job done across a front of issues.”1 Obama told NBC News anchor Brian Williams in August 2010 that his “next two years” as president would be much more about “implementation” and “management” than “constant legislation.”2 “What I’m not gonna do is wait for Congress,” he baldly proclaimed in an interview on 60 Minutes.3 And in January 2012, frustrated with a GOP Congress that properly refused to rubber-stamp his destructive agenda, he said, “But when Congress refuses to act, and as a result, hurts our economy and puts our people at risk, then I have an obligation as President to do what I can without them. I’ve got an obligation to act on behalf of the American people. And I’m not going to stand by while a minority in the Senate puts party ideology ahead of the people that we were elected to serve.”4

Obama implements his power-grabs through administrative usurpations of legislative power, executive overreaches, and unconstitutional legislation, assisted by the many radical, unaccountable czars he has appointed. In his failed jobs bill (the “American Jobs Act”), he sought to create a new group of czars (the American Infrastructure Financing Authority) to manage more than a trillion dollars of taxpayer money for infrastructure improvements—authority that already resides with the Department of Transportation, the Department of Energy, and the U.S. General Services Administration.5 Columnist Lurita Doan notes that the  White House has also assembled an expansive new cadre of unaccountable White House liaison officers who “seem to be the critical players in so many of the scandals now erupting.” Working under the authority of Obama senior adviser Valerie Jarrett, these officers are largely “unqualified and inexperienced” and are “embedded into every single federal agency.” Obama reportedly didn’t have contact with a half dozen cabinet members during his first two years in office,6 he rarely meets with his real, Senate-confirmed cabinet members, and increasingly relies on his czars and junior staffers who insulate him from contact with the public.7

Conservatives have been exercised over ObamaCare, but Obama’s Dodd-Frank financial bill is arguably every bit as illegitimate. The bill created the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB), to be headed by a five-year presidential appointee whose power, according to one legal expert, would be “so significant it may be unconstitutional.” “I am not familiar with an institution that gives so much power to one person,” says Todd Zywicki, a law professor at George Mason University. This person, Zywicki explains, does not even have to consult Congress on the agency’s budget, which every other agency is required to do. He just has to submit his budget to the Federal Reserve, and as long as it is less than 12 percent of the Fed’s revenue, it will be approved. “Basically,” notes Zywicki, “this director can do whatever he or she wants with only limited review.”8

Obama didn’t want to wait on the Senate to confirm his appointee to run the CFPB, so he carved out a “special advisory role” at the bureau and appointed the anti-capitalist Harvard professor Elizabeth Warren to lead a team of thirty to forty people at the Department of Treasury.9 “This legalistic gambit serves as a fig leaf for a very different reality: Mr. Geithner will never reject any of Ms. Warren’s ‘advice,’” observes Yale Professor Bruce Ackerman. “The simple truth is that the Treasury secretary is being transformed into a rubber stamp for a White House staffer.”10

Once Warren had served her purposes, Obama nominated former Ohio attorney general Richard Cordray to head the CFPB, because he had established a record in his state as a fierce opponent of banks’ mortgage foreclosure practices.11 Obama circumvented the Senate’s refusal to confirm Cordray through his recess appointments power, taking the  unprecedented step of exercising it when the Senate was technically still in session.12

GOP opposition to Cordray was based more on the outrageous power he would acquire under the statute than on any particular objections to Cordray himself. Under the act, the Federal Reserve, rather than Congress or the Treasury Department, will control the CFPB’s funding and budget, thus diminishing its accountability. In December 2011, forty-five senators sent a letter to President Obama objecting to the enormous power Cordray would have as head of the CFPB. “The Director of the CFPB, by design, is set to lead one of the least accountable and most powerful agencies in Washington,” Senator Mitch McConnell declared on the Senate floor. “What we’re saying is no single person who’s unaccountable to the American people should have that much power. We are asking for the same structure as the SEC, the CFTC, and the FDIC, the FTC, the NLRB, and the Consumer Product Safety Commission—the same structure we use anytime we give unelected bureaucrats new powers that need to be checked to protect against abuse . . . . We don’t need any more unelected, unaccountable czars in Washington.”13

Democrats masterminded the Dodd-Frank bill under the pretense that it would prevent future financial crises such as we experienced in 2008, but as explained in Crimes Against Liberty, it will likely cause more problems than it solves. C. Boyden Gray, White House counsel for the George H. W. Bush administration, in December 2010 wrote that the bill “create[s] a structure of almost unlimited, unreviewable and sometimes secret bureaucratic discretion, with no constraints on concentration—a breakdown of the separation of powers, which were created to guard against the exercise of arbitrary authority.”14

Under the act, the Treasury can petition federal district courts to seize banks that receive government support and non-bank financial institutions the government believes could pose a risk to national financial stability—those “too big to fail.” If the entity refuses to comply, the court will decide, sometimes in secret, whether to proceed with receivership. The court, noted Gray, “can eliminate all judicial review simply by doing nothing for 24 hours, after which the petition is granted automatically and liquidation proceeds.... This means the U.S. Treasury and Federal  Deposit Insurance Corp. are acting as sometimes secret legislative appropriator, executive and judiciary all in one.”15

As for the bill’s constitutionality, Gray said, “It is hard to believe that the Supreme Court would not throw out parts of this scheme as violations of either the Article III judicial powers, due process or even the First Amendment, assuming the justices do not find all of it a violation of the basic constitutional structure.” Furthermore, the CFPB and the Financial Stability Oversight Council are also vulnerable to constitutional attack.16

More recently, others have begun drawing attention to the threat of Dodd-Frank. In April 2012, Peter J. Wallison of the American Enterprise Institute echoed and expanded on Gray’s concerns. After detailing the act’s multitudinous defects, he asked, “Does this sound like America? How can this have happened without most people knowing about it? The answer is found in Rahm Emanuel’s iconic remark, ‘You never want a serious crisis to go to waste.’” Dodd-Frank, Wallison says, was hatched in that crisis atmosphere and rushed through Congress with almost no Republican votes. “It is every bit the ideological sibling of Obamacare,” he says, “and if it survives will have as profound an effect on the future of the U.S. financial system as Obamacare will have on health care.”17

But Obama is quite proud of Dodd-Frank. While denouncing banks for charging debit card fees, he said, “You don’t have some inherent right just to get a certain amount of profit if your customers are being mistreated.... This is exactly why we need this [CFPB]. We need somebody whose sole job is to prevent stuff like this.”18 Indeed, Dodd-Frank and ObamaCare typify Obama’s America: extraordinary power is granted to small groups, bureaus, agencies, and entities to make crucial decisions about the most important aspects of our lives, from our personal health to our finances—in secret and with little accountability—and through structures and processes wholly inimical to our Constitution and our republican form of government.

Sometimes, instead of allocating power to unaccountable agencies and individuals, Obama simply circumvents the law altogether. In chapter seven, we’ll see how his renegade Department of Interior wholly defied a federal court order invalidating his ban on deepwater drilling in  the Gulf of Mexico. But that is hardly an isolated case. When a federal judge struck down Obama’s executive order forcing taxpayers to fund embryonic stem cell research, the administration didn’t just appeal the decision; the National Institutes of Health, while saying new grants would be temporarily discontinued, issued guidelines for researchers who had already received such funding, suggesting they could essentially disregard the court’s ruling.19

Similarly, Interior Secretary Ken Salazar took advantage of a lame duck session of Congress to announce he had directed the Bureau of Land Management to survey its holdings with the goal of designating millions of acres of public land wilderness areas off-limits to development. Outraged, Republican Congressman Don Young responded, “The extreme environmentalist groups couldn’t get their wilderness bill past Congress and so now they are circumventing this country’s legislative body and having the agencies do their dirty work.”20

On her website, columnist and blogger Michelle Malkin regularly chronicles the administration’s ongoing “stealth land grabs.” In one post she describes the administration’s “‘Great Outdoors Initiative’ to lock up more open spaces through executive order,” a program that complements a “separate, property-usurping initiative” whereby “17 energy-rich areas in 11 states” have been selected as sites for possible federal “monuments.” Malkin also writes about Salazar’s elevation of the National Landscape Conservation System (NLCS)—some 27 million acres of wilderness, conservation areas, rivers, and monuments—to a “directorate” within the Bureau of Land Management to manage the lands and protect their values, meaning to safeguard them from evil energy producing activities. The Interior Department inspector general, according to Malkin, has singled out the NLCS for illegal lobbying and coordination with environmental groups that oppose human use of these public lands.21 In sum, it appears enviro-liberal groups have been acting in concert with the administration to turn federal lands—the federal government owns approximately a third of the land in the United States—into a radical environmentalist project.

Obama made good on his promise to sidestep Congress via executive fiat in his immigration policy as well. For example, the director of  U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement issued an immigration enforcement memo directing ICE agents, attorneys, and directors to exercise “prosecutorial discretion,” which meant to ease up on deportation actions for illegal aliens who have been students in this country, have lived here since childhood, or have served in the American military—a policy proposed in the Dream Act that had been spurned by Congress. “This is outright lawlessness on the part of the administration,” exclaimed columnist Charles Krauthammer. “The Dream Act was rejected by Congress. It is now being enacted by the executive, despite the express will of the Congress. That is lawless. It may not be an explicit executive order; it’s an implicit one.”22 Interestingly, Obama had just told the amnesty-supporting La Raza organization a month before, “I can’t change immigration laws on my own,” though it “is very tempting.”23

Then in March 2012, after the Senate had again defeated Obama’s beloved Dream Act the previous December, the Obama Department of Homeland Security proposed a new rule to make it easier for illegal immigrants who are immediate family members of American citizens to apply for permanent residency, which experts say could affect more than one million illegal immigrants. Republicans accused Obama of bypassing Congress again. “President Obama and his administration are bending long-established rules to grant backdoor amnesty to potentially millions of illegal immigrants,” observed Congressman Lamar Smith.24

When Congress refused to pass Obama’s $447 billion jobs bill, including one of its provisions to create a $1.5 billion summer jobs fund, Obama would not be denied, and launched a summer jobs initiative to create 110,000 unpaid “volunteer jobs” that would supposedly help create 180,000 “work opportunities” in 2012. The administration also plans to create a “jobs bank” to facilitate more hiring of youth for summer jobs. Heralding the initiative, the White House declared, “Today’s announcement is the latest in a series of executive actions the Obama administration is taking to strengthen the economy and move the country forward because we can’t wait for Congress to act.”25

The Obama administration’s federal interventionism and lawlessness knows no bounds. Consider these further examples: • According to columnist Debra J. Saunders, Obama may have begun an undeclared war on states that are imposing the death penalty, using the Food and Drug Administration to withhold approval of drugs used to execute convicted killers.26 
• Obama plans to boost “gun safety” via executive order. He is exploring potential changes in gun laws that can be secured through executive action and has directed the attorney general to form working groups with “key stakeholders” to identify common-sense gun control measures “fully respecting Second Amendment rights.”27 
• Four-star general William Shelton testified at a classified congressional hearing that the White House pressured him into changing a political briefing to reflect support for a wireless project by Virginia satellite broadband company LightSquared, a Democrat-backed firm, despite the Pentagon’s concerns that the project could interfere with GPS.28 LightSquared is owned by the Harbinger Capital hedge fund, which is led by billionaire investor Phil Falcone. According to the National Legal and Policy Center, after Falcone visited the White House and made large donations to the Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee, the FCC granted LightSquared “a highly unusual waiver that allows the company to build out a national 4G wireless network on the cheap.”29 
• The administration unilaterally implemented a new waiver plan that makes major changes to the No Child Left Behind Act, flagrantly thwarting the intent of the law and Congress.30 The administration will grant waivers to states from the law’s requirement that schools become proficient in math and reading by 2014, provided they adopt education policy changes the administration deems necessary.31 Heritage expert Mike Brownfield says Obama’s fiat amounts to “NCLB on steroids—ballooning the federal role in education.”32 
• At a “Jobs Council” meeting in October 2011, Obama pushed his advisors to approve stimulus projects “without additional congressional authorization.” He ordered them to “scour this report, identify all those areas in which we can act administratively without additional congressional authorization and just get it done.”33 
• Obama “recess-appointed”—when the Senate wasn’t actually in recess—three new members for his controversial National Labor Relations Board, ignoring pleas from Republicans that he respect the NLRB’s traditional bipartisanship.34 
• In the crucial swing state of Nevada, Obama announced one of his many schemes to help “responsible underwater homeowners” refinance their mortgages. This time, they won’t need an appraisal or a new full credit check, and “risk-based fees” will be eliminated. He had already announced up to one-year forbearance for homeowners who had lost their jobs.35 
• Obama announced a plan to initiate a taxpayer-funded stimulus through the student loan program he had earlier commandeered on behalf of the federal government. Loan repayment rules would be severely relaxed on the absurd theory that students would spend the money they saved and thereby stimulate the economy. In making this move, Obama ignored the staggering potential losses on individual loans that taxpayers will eat, as well as economists’ warnings of an impending college debt bubble that is pushing up tuition rates and jeopardizing credit markets.36 
• Obama’s senior appointees at the U.S. Office of Management and Budget ignored a document subpoena from the House Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations related to the Solyndra debacle.37 This was part of a pattern of the administration defying congressional oversight; Obama’s attorney later told congressional investigators that the administration would  not cooperate with a document subpoena on Solyndra because the request was allegedly driven by partisanship.38 The Department of Homeland Security similarly snubbed GOP Oversight Committee Chairman Darrell Issa’s document demand concerning allegations of political interference with FOIA requests to the agency. Issa claims the DHS also instructed career employees not to search for the requested documents.39 
• Although federal employees are banned from soliciting money for an election while in any room or building occupied in the discharge of official duties, the White House produced a fundraising video, apparently in the Map Room, to offer Obama and Vice President Joe Biden as dinner guests for a raffle winner.40 
• Big Brother Obama approved a federal “anti-bullying” policy wherein Education Department officials have threatened school officials with legal action unless they monitor students’ lunchtime chat and even their Facebook posts for ideas and words deemed to be harassing of certain students.41 
• The pro-Israel group Z Street alleges in a lawsuit that an IRS agent said it might not be granted 501(c)(3) tax-exempt status because its position on Israel differs from the Obama administration’s official policies.42 
• Despite Obama’s repeated denunciations of the Bush administration for awarding no-bid contracts in the Middle East, under Obama’s watch the U.S. Agency for International Development awarded a no-bid, $266 million contract for a lucrative electricity project in southern Afghanistan.43 
• Obama’s closest allies have politicized completely inappropriate venues, such as the denunciation by Obama advisor Valerie Jarrett—with nary a peep from the left-wing ideologues of church/state separation—of congressional Republicans for blocking Obama’s jobs bill during a church service in Atlanta honoring Martin Luther King Jr. Day.44 
• Obama’s EPA imposed an oppressive $75,000 per day fine on an Idaho couple after designating their property as “wetlands.” The Supreme Court rebuked the agency in a 9 – 0 decision for its high-handed and erroneous edict that the couple was not entitled to judicial review of the EPA’s compliance order, and allowed the suit to proceed.45 



Additionally, attorneys general from numerous states issued a memo detailing twenty-one violations of law committed by the Obama administration. The list includes, among others detailed in this book:• The FCC’s regulation of the Internet in defiance of a court order;
• ObamaCare’s individual mandate;
• The EPA’s failure to comply with its own data standards, as revealed by the EPA inspector general;
• Without giving the state time to respond to the charge, the EPA included Texas in a regulation alleging that its air pollution affected a single air-quality monitor all the way in Granite City, Illinois;
• By enacting costly federal regulations, the EPA usurped Oklahoma’s authority in the Clean Air Act to determine its own plan for addressing emissions.46 



Crimes Against Liberty set forth President Obama’s essential contempt for and rejection of America’s founding principles and much of its history preceding his presidency. While he professes allegiance to our Constitution, our free market economy, our military, and many of our cultural institutions, in office he has demonstrated an unmistakable disdain for all of them. While he holds himself out as a bipartisan conciliator willing to entertain all ideas, he has been more ideologically dogmatic, polarizing, and intentionally divisive than any president in history. While he wants the American people to regard him as a polished statesman who has brought dignity to his office, he has behaved as bully who, in the spirit of his community organizing mentor, Saul Alinsky, isolates, freezes, and demonizes  his opponents rather than building a consensus with them. He has refused to accept accountability for his actions and still, preposterously, blames his predecessor George W. Bush for the havoc Obama has wrought on America.

While he would have us believe he is a quasi-messianic figure who will deliver us from despair, in fact, he has brought America to the brink of financial collapse. Instead of offering constructive solutions to our impending national bankruptcy, he goes back to the same, destructive tactics of scapegoating the so-called wealthy, and not only refuses to exercise leadership to navigate us out of our difficulties, but deliberately obstructs those who offer solutions that will work. While America’s financial house burns, Obama doesn’t merely fiddle, he pours on accelerants.

Unless we radically turn things around, stop our fiscal bleeding, implement policies to grow the economy and restructure entitlements, halt the systematic gutting of our military and national defenses, and stop attacks on our culture, our social fabric, and our religious liberties, America will indeed cease to be a shining city on a hill. But I am confident that the American people, as ardent lovers of liberty and of their country, will make their voices heard in November and replace President Obama with a president who can once again unshackle the American people and help lead us back to financial soundness, economic prosperity, and reliable national security, and restore a climate of liberty, including religious liberty, to this great and wonderful land.






 CHAPTER ONE

THE WAR ON AMERICA

President Obama has shown in both word and deed that he rejects America’s founding ideals, which is why he promised to fundamentally change this nation, and why he has embarked on a disturbing course to fulfill his promise. America’s greatness, for Obama, is not found in our freedom tradition and our protection of private property, rugged individualism, equal opportunity, merit-based achievement, and entrepreneurship. Instead, it depends on a hyperactive, benevolent government to stimulate the economy, initiate and control business activity, and distribute benefits and wealth to strive toward equality of outcome rather than of opportunity.

Obama has repeatedly laid out his vision for stimulating the economy, including in a Denver speech in October 2011 when he was promoting his latest “jobs bill.” He said, “So the truth is, the only way we can attack our economic challenges on the scale that’s necessary—the only way we can put hundreds of thousands of people, millions of people, back to work—is if Congress is willing to cooperate with the executive branch  and we are able to do some bold action, like passing the jobs bill.” The same day, in Washington, D.C., Congressman Paul Ryan articulated a competing vision, declaring, “The American Idea belongs to all of us…. What makes America exceptional—what gives life to the American Idea—is our dedication to the self-evident truth that we are all created equal, giving us equal rights to life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness. And that means opportunity.”1

That outlook was once dominant in this nation. And it is still dominant among the people—but not in the Oval Office.




 I’M SO SORRY 

President Obama has continued to indulge his fondness for apologizing to foreigners for the United States. When coalition forces inadvertently burned copies of the Koran—which had apparently been defaced by prisoners using them to convey messages to each other—Taliban insurgents called on Afghans to kill foreign troops in revenge. The Koran burnings led to seven straight days of violent protest in which at least forty people were killed, including two American soldiers.

Obama then outraged Americans by sending a letter to Afghan President Hamid Karzai apologizing for the incident—without uttering any objection to the killing of the U.S. soldiers. As Republican presidential candidate Newt Gingrich said, “It is Hamid Karzai who owes the American people an apology, not the other way around.”2 Obama, unfazed by the criticism, bragged that his apology “calmed things down,” but lamented, “We’re not out of the woods yet,” as if it were incumbent on America to continue to grovel.3

This was part of a pattern. The Japan Times reported, based on a WikiLeaks cable, that in the fall of 2009, Obama sought to visit Hiroshima or Nagasaki personally, to apologize for the nuclear bombings of those cities. This was too much even for the Japanese; their vice foreign minister, Mitoji Yabunaka, dismissed the idea as a “non-starter,” insisting that “both governments must temper the public’s expectations on such issues” and that if such gestures are to be made, they should be done “without fanfare.”4

But Obama—peculiarly—was hellbent on showing contrition whether Japan wanted it or not. After the Japanese rejected the idea of Obama himself visiting Hiroshima, the administration reached a notch down the government chain and in August 2010 sent Ambassador John V. Roos to the annual atomic bombing commemoration in Hiroshima. Never before had the United States sent an official to the ceremony,5 having always defended the bombings because they shortened a war that Japan launched against the United States with a sneak attack on Pearl Harbor, and because the bombings ultimately saved thousands of American and Japanese lives by obviating an American invasion of Japan.6

Obama seems to think it’s customary diplomatic practice to apologize for his own country or belittle her in front of foreign audiences, even though his foreign counterparts seldom feel the need to reciprocate. On Veterans Day 2010, instead of extolling America and our armed services, Obama was in Indonesia celebrating its “Heroes Day,” lauding its veterans “who have sacrificed on behalf of this great country,” and criticizing Americans for distrusting Islam. While Obama often seems alienated from America, he took pains to show that his connection to Indonesia is deeply personal, telling his audience, “When my stepfather was a boy, he watched his own father and older brother leave home to fight and die in the struggle for Indonesian independence.”7

In March 2011, Obama claimed that Republicans are heartlessly blocking “comprehensive immigration reform.” There was nothing new in his statement, except for one thing: he made it on foreign soil, in El Salvador, which has over 2 million people who live and work in the United States, 30 percent of whom do so illegally.8 El Salvadoran officials declined to return the favor by apologizing for running their country so poorly that hundreds of thousands of their citizens have illegally moved to America.

Obama’s habit of smacking America in front of foreign audiences has apparently rubbed off on his confidants. One of his spiritual advisors, Jim Wallis, chose Britain as his venue to attack American greed and nationalism. At the Hope Forum UK, Wallis unleashed a vicious class-warfare attack on Fox News and the “right-wing media in America,”  which he denounced as “a media that has an ideological point of view, that America is best and the rest of you don’t even count, that the rich are our salvation, and that when I say the 1% of the country has more wealth than the bottom 90 percent they say, ‘that’s a good thing, that’s a good thing, just keep feeding the rich and the poor with their little tin cups hoping the rich are good tippers—that’s a good thing for the economy.’”9 With his spiritual counselor harboring this worldview, is it any wonder Obama has openly identified with the Occupy Wall Street Movement and its bogus “99 percent” mantra?

Of course, Obama’s prodigious criticism of America is by no means confined to foreign settings. On July 4, 2010, at a White House cookout attended by military personnel, he deviated from the ordinary presidential practice of celebrating our founding principles and instead delivered a mini-diatribe with class warfare and racial themes. He said, “We celebrate the principles that are timeless, tenets first declared by men of property and wealth but which gave rise to what Lincoln called a new birth of freedom in America—civil rights and voting rights, workers’ rights and women’s rights, and the rights of every American.”10 There’s Obama’s view of the Founding Fathers: a group of rich and privileged elitists.

Obama’s comments, it should be noted, sound relatively mild compared to the views of Michelle Obama. In a 2010 speech to the NAACP, the first lady portrayed America as though it’s still dominated by Jim Crow-style inequality. “When so many of our children still attend crumbling schools, and a black child is still far more likely to go to prison than a white child … when African-American communities are still hit harder than just about anywhere by this economic downturn and so many families are just barely scraping by, I think the founders [of the NAACP] would tell us that now is not the time to rest on our laurels. When stubborn inequality still persists in education and health, in income and wealth, I think those founders would urge us to increase our intensity and to increase our discipline and our focus and keep fighting for a better future for our children and our grandchildren.”11

President Obama doesn’t let the facts get in the way of his ideological pronouncements. In a speech to the Hispanic Caucus in September 2010, he was delighted to tell his audience that “Mexicans” were here in  America long before the United States was even an idea—he was apparently unaware that Mexico gained independence decades after the United States did. Praising all those who have inhabited this “land of plenty” over the years—including the British, French, Dutch, Spanish, Mexicans, and “countless Indian tribes”—he declared that what eventually bound us together was “faith and fidelity to the shared values we all hold so dear.” He then began reciting the Declaration of Independence, but he conspicuously omitted the Declaration’s identification of who endowed men with unalienable rights—that is, “their Creator.”12 Perhaps Obama considers the idea of a Creator to be insufficiently inclusive.

Obama sometimes seems incapable of restraining his urge to take irreverent swipes at America and American history. Even his picture book for children, Of Thee I Sing: A Letter to My Daughters, contained an implied slap at America; in his choice of “13 famous Americans,” he included Sitting Bull, the Indian chief who defeated U.S. General George Custer at the battle of the Little Bighorn.13




“ILL-CONCEIVED, ILL-CONCEALED CONTEMPT” 

Obama’s presidency has seen its share of bad economic news. While immodestly taking credit for the occasional positive development, Obama tends to deflect negative economic news by blaming American business or the American people themselves.

In June 2011, apparently attempting to avoid responsibility for new and dismal unemployment numbers, he told an audience in Iowa that American manufacturers needed to “up [their] game” if we are going to successfully compete in global markets.14

At a September fundraiser in San Francisco, Obama shifted the blame to the entire American people, saying, “We have lost our ambition, our imagination, and our willingness to do the things that built the Golden Gate Bridge.”15 Two days later, he declared that the United States “had gotten a little soft and we didn’t have that same competitive edge that we needed over the last couple of decades. We need to get back on track.”16 As if to prove he hadn’t misspoken, he used the occasion of the  Asia-Pacific-Economic Cooperation summit in Hawaii to take another dig at Americans and American businesses. “We’ve been a little bit lazy, I think, over the last couple of decades,” he mused. “We’ve kind of taken for granted, well, people will want to come here and we aren’t out there hungry, selling America and trying to attract new business into America.”

Not only did this demonstrate Obama’s reflexive inclination to blame America; it was just plain false, illustrating that our president is woefully out of touch with American businesspeople. U.S. small businesses have made valiant efforts to attract foreign businesses to their communities throughout the United States. To the extent they’ve had difficulty, it is not their lack of industriousness, but the tax and regulatory obstacles that big government liberals have placed in their path, putting America at a comparative disadvantage, as described in chapter nine.

Columnist and Fox News contributor Charles Krauthammer took exception to Obama’s gratuitous criticism, saying, “No one is asking him to go out there and to be a jingoistic cheerleader. But when you call your own country ‘lazy’ when you are abroad, and call it ‘unambitious and soft’ when you are home, I think what you are showing is not tough love, but ill-conceived, ill-concealed contempt.” Krauthammer also faulted the anti-business climate in the United States, rather than American laziness. “Look: Why are people reluctant to invest?” he asked. “We have the highest corporate tax rate in the world—in the industrialized world.” Krauthammer observed that the National Labor Relations Board tried “to shut down a $1 billion plant that was constructed as a favor to Obama union allies…. People look abroad and say, ‘this isn’t a place I want to do business.’ It’s his issues, his overregulation, over-taxation and all the red tape he has added. And now he blames Americans’ laziness? I think it’s unseemly.”17

At a campaign event in November, Obama displayed his brand of “bipartisanship,” telling his supporters that Republican leaders, if left to their own devices, would ruin the United States as a land of opportunity—but that his daughters would thrive anyway. “Our kids are going to be fine. And I always tell Malia and Sasha, look, you guys, I don’t worry about you … they’re on a path that is going to be successful, even if the  country as a whole is not successful.”18 Uplifting sentiments for his children, perhaps, but for the nation he is supposed to lead?




ANTI-AMERICAN PROPAGANDA? YES, PLEASE! 

The Arab-based Al Jazeera network is notoriously loaded with anti-American and anti-Semitic propaganda and was the preferred outlet for Osama bin Laden’s public communiqués. Yet Obama appointee for assistant secretary at the Department of Homeland Security, Juliette Kayyem, openly encouraged U.S. cable companies to begin broadcasting Al Jazeera. In an op-ed in the Boston Globe, Kayyem wrote, “With rare exceptions the largest American cable and satellite providers simply do not provide viewers access to Al Jazeera English, the cousin to the powerful Qatar-based world news network…. Not carrying the network sends a message to the Arab world about America’s willingness to accept information, unfiltered, from the very region we spend so much time talking about.”19

“Unfiltered”? Al Jazeera is little more than a propaganda tool for the Emir of Qatar, who established and funds the network. Kayyem also took the opportunity to dutifully attack the Bush administration for trying to establish an alternative station to counter Al Jazeera “on the false assumption that the Arab world had little access to information from the outside world.” Kayyem whined that “then-Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld used to verbally accost Al Jazeera’s war coverage as ‘vicious, inaccurate, and inexcusable.’”

“Verbally accost”? Whose side is this lady on? Kayyem bewailed that Arabs believe U.S. cable companies reject Al Jazeera because America doesn’t want to hear from the Arab world. But her entire op-ed reinforced that very view, undermining her professed concern.20 Regardless, our overarching concern should not be what kind of signals we are sending to the Arab world, but the accuracy of the news that is disseminated to the American people. As Ed Lasky wrote in the American Thinker, “We have enough terror apologists in the media already without an entire station devoted to obscuring the truth being beamed into America’s homes.”21




STICKING IT TO THE UNITED STATES SO THE UN DOESN’T HAVE TO 

President Obama’s impulse to disparage America is intrinsic to his hard-left worldview. Consider, for example, the United States’ report to the United Nations Human Rights Council (HRC), which was America’s first such submission. While the document reads as an indictment of this nation’s record by the anti-American Human Rights Council itself, it’s sobering to recognize that it was produced by the Obama administration, which handed the rogue nations on this council the gift they’ve been waiting for—a validation of their ongoing denunciation of our country. The report sounds more like leftist revisionist history than an objective statement of the United States’ record and position on civil rights.

Under the section “Freedom of Political Participation,” the report boasts of efforts of “several members of Congress and other policymakers and advocates” to “establish a national mandate for universal voter registration.”22 This is an extremely controversial proposal by Democrats ostensibly to ensure that all eligible citizens are registered to vote. In reality, it is a political ploy to increase voting among Democrat-leaning groups such as welfare recipients—and possibly illegal aliens and convicted felons—and a recipe for increasing voter fraud.23 This highly charged partisan scheme should not be passed off as a corporate statement of the United States in an official report to the UN. Our reports should reflect the existing policy of the United States, not a leftist policy wish list.

Tellingly, the report reflects Obama’s view that pre-Obama America was egregiously discriminatory and that he is earnestly striving to correct our past sins. “Work remains,” the report says, “to meet our goal of ensuring equality before the law for all.” Seeing as equal opportunity and equal protection are already enshrined in our Constitution and in our statutory and common law, it’s not immediately clear to what the report is referring. But its meaning becomes clear with its repeated insinuations that our society discriminates against gays and lesbians, and that higher unemployment among African-Americans and Hispanics is due to disparities in opportunity (as opposed to, say, welfare programs that might provide a disincentive to work).

Indeed, the report editorializes extensively about America’s alleged discrimination against homosexuals. “In each era of our history,” it intones, there is “a group whose experience of discrimination illustrates the continuing debate of how we can build a more fair society. In this era, one such group is LGBT Americans.” It then discusses same-sex marriage: “Debate continues over equal rights to marriage for LGBT Americans at the federal and state levels, and several states have reformed their laws to provide for same-sex marriages, civil unions, or domestic partnerships.” This is but a thinly veiled argument that the refusal to sanctify same-sex marriage in most U.S. states—a policy ratified by the people in dozens of referenda—is tantamount to a human rights violation.24

In the report, the administration also boasts about having introduced ObamaCare, which it suggests will end our allegedly discriminatory medical system.25 The report seems anxious to confess, for example, that a disproportionate number of Asian-American men suffer from stomach cancer—as if that is the system’s fault, or worse, the result of some malicious, racist mindset. Indeed, the report employs civil rights language in impugning the present system, saying ObamaCare will help “reduce disparities and discrimination in access to care.”

The report further laments that “U.S. courts have defined our federal constitutional obligations narrowly and primarily by focusing on procedural rights to due process and equal protection of the law.” Not to worry, though, because “as a matter of public policy, our citizens have taken action through their elected representatives to help create a society in which prosperity is shared, including social benefits provided by law, so that all citizens can live what [Franklin] Roosevelt called ‘a healthy peacetime life.’” It states that ObamaCare and the administration’s other social initiatives have “reflected a popular sense that the society in which we want to live is one in which each person has the opportunity to live a full and fulfilling life.” Though it’s unclear what this happy rhetoric means, it can hardly be stated that the American public favors ObamaCare.

The report also articulates the administration’s partisan views on the War on Terror and Obama’s opposition to enhanced interrogation  techniques. It details a number of executive orders he signed upon taking office, including the one reiterating his promise—still unfulfilled—to close the Guantanamo Bay detention facilities. It also discusses his creation of a task force to review the “appropriate disposition of each detainee held at Guantanamo.” It practically constitutes an apology from the United States for its detention and interrogation policies.

By far the most objectionable part of the report is its submission of U.S. laws and policies for UN review. Encompassing both state and federal legislation, the submission includes Arizona’s immigration law (which, incidentally, Obama officials also denounced as a form of American “racial discrimination” during a self-flagellating discussion with officials from communist China, one of the world’s worst human rights offenders.)26 In its report, the Obama administration offers an update on its attempts to block the Arizona law: “A recent Arizona law, S.B. 1070, has generated significant attention and debate at home and around the world. The issue is being addressed in a court action that argues that the federal government has the authority to set and enforce immigration law. That action is ongoing; parts of the law are currently enjoined.”

In a blistering letter to Secretary of State Clinton expressing her “concern and indignation,” Arizona Governor Jan Brewer declared,Simply put, it is downright offensive that the U.S. State Department included the State of Arizona and S.B. 1070 in a report to the United Nations Council on Human Rights, whose members include such renowned human rights “champions” as Cuba and Libya. Apparently, the federal government is trying to make an international human rights case out of S.B. 1070 on the heels of already filing a federal court case against the State of Arizona. The idea of our own government submitting the duly enacted laws of a State of the United States to “review” by the United Nations is internationalism run amok and unconstitutional. Human rights as guaranteed by the United States and Arizona Constitutions are expressly protected in S.B. 1070 and defended vigorously by my Administration.





Demanding that the administration withdraw the reference to SB 1070 from its report, Brewer warned that her state would “fight any attempt by the U.S. Department of State and the United Nations to interfere with the duly enacted laws of the State of Arizona in accordance with the U.S. Constitution.”27

The administration’s suit against Arizona is wholly indefensible. That Obama would take the issue to the UN speaks volumes about his antipathy for American sovereignty.




FUNDING THE UN: A FOOL AND HIS MONEY ARE SOON PARTED 

The United States gives the Palestinians $600 million every year, $225 million of which is funneled directly to the Palestinian Authority, in violation of U.S. law. This aid is exceedingly controversial, considering that the PA has abandoned the Oslo Accords’ framework for peace, eschewed negotiations with Israel, and is instead seeking direct UN recognition as an independent state. In addition, Palestinian Media Watch reported that the PA used U.S. funds to pay salaries to some 5,500 Palestinian terrorist prisoners in Israeli jails, some of whom murdered Americans.28

The U.S. State Department is also paying money to the UN Development Program, which in turn funds the Inter Press Service (IPS)—an organization that purports to be “a communication channel that privileges the voices and the concerns of the poorest.” What this means, according to Michael Rubin, an American Enterprise Institute scholar, is that we are indirectly funding a group that is “shilling for Venezuela, Zimbabwe, the Islamic Republic of Iran, Hamas, and Hezbollah.”29 It would appear, based on IPS publications, that the group is also promoting a Palestinian uprising against Israel.30

This is all unsurprising; the UN is a notoriously corrupt and dysfunctional organization that lacks accountability. UN peacekeeping troops have been implicated in “a string of sex scandals from Bosnia to the Democratic Republic of Congo to Haiti,” the New York Times reports. The scandals range from sex trafficking to rape to pedophilia,  yet abusive UN soldiers are often simply sent home without punishment. According to the Times, “In April, 16 peacekeepers from Benin were sent home from Ivory Coast—more than a year after Save the Children U.K. found that the soldiers traded food for sex with poor, underage girls. More than 100 troops from Sri Lanka were sent home from Haiti in 2007 because of widespread accusations of sex with minors.”31

The Obama administration seems untroubled by the UN’s warped values and irresponsibility, and by its obvious hostility toward the United States. In fact, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, in a speech to the Council on Foreign Relations in September 2010, called the UN “the single most important global institution,” adding that “we are constantly reminded of its value.”32 Indeed, sometimes Obama defers more to UN institutions than to the legislative branch of his own government—that was clearly the case when he sought the UN’s approval to intervene in Libya but not the approval of the U.S. Congress.

Republicans such as Congresswoman Ileana Ros-Lehtinen have long pressed for reforms to the UN, but the administration resists their efforts. It ignores critics who argue for America’s withdrawal from the UN Human Rights Council, and who have a long list of arguments for such action:• The majority of its forty-seven member nations are not free countries, according to democracy watchdog Freedom House. Many of these regimes are notorious human rights abusers, such as China, Cuba, Libya, Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, and Russia.
• Eighteen HRC members are part of the Organization of the Islamic Conference, which has leveraged its membership in the HRC to promote its “defamation of religion” campaign aimed at outlawing criticism or mockery of Islam.
• The HRC has never passed resolutions on behalf of civil rights victims of China, Cuba, Iran, Saudi Arabia, or Zimbabwe.
• It has targeted Israel in six out of ten of its “special sessions” involving issues with countries and has named Israel in  70 percent of its condemnatory resolutions.33 Indeed, the unfair scapegoating of Israel was a major reason cited by the Bush administration for refusing to participate in the HRC.
• The HRC appointed as an “expert” Richard Falk, an international law professor at Princeton who has endorsed 9/11 conspiracy theories blaming the U.S. government for the attacks.34 



The United States pays some 22 percent of the UN’s regular budget and 25 to 27 percent of its peacekeeping budget. Our exact donations to the UN aren’t even known, because there are so many UN-affiliated organizations that it’s difficult to accurately track our total contributions. Whatever our contributions may be, it’s clear the Obama administration has incompetently monitored them; in 2011, it was discovered that we overpaid our share of the peacekeeping budget for 2010 – 2011 by a whopping $286.7 million, more than three-quarters of the entire $377 million in “cuts” that Congress adopted in the 2011 budget negotiations.35 The non-partisan watchdog Citizens Against Government Waste (CAGW) argues that the U.S. should reduce its UN contributions by one-quarter. “As the U.S. attempts to grapple with mounting deficits and debt, organizations like the U.N. should not be spared the knife when it comes to trimming budget fat,” says CAGW president Tom Schatz.36

Especially in these difficult economic times, it’s hard to justify funding the UN at all, much less making a disproportionate contribution.




THE INTERNATIONAL GREEN DREAM 

It sometimes seems that to President Obama, there is no cause too controversial or fantastic to be denied taxpayer funding. A case in point: the administration has joined the new Arab-based International Renewable Energy Agency (IRENA), which was “formed in 2009 in response to growing international interest in the adoption of renewable energy technologies to meet the challenges of sustained economic growth, energy security and climate change.”37

It’s not enough that millions of taxpayer dollars are already funneled toward renewable energy worldwide through the United Nations. Now, Obama plans to donate some $5 million to IRENA,38 whose charter demands mandatory contributions from its members based on the level of their UN contributions.39 In other words, once again, the United States will bear a disproportionate share of the costs—as if the Middle East’s petro-states couldn’t spend a pittance of our oil money on developing their own alternative energy.




“THIS IS ABSOLUTELY BACKWARDS” 

Obama talks a good game about bringing American businesses home, while his oppressive regulatory and tax policies send them overseas. In his zeal for green energy development, he also casually extends loan guarantees to foreign businesses that have yielded little domestic fruit. In August 2011, Energy Secretary Steven Chu said that the Department of Energy (DOE) had offered a $133.9 million loan guaranty to Abengoa Bioenergy Biomass of Kansas LLC, a subsidiary of a multi-billion-dollar Spanish company. Abengoa aims to use the funds to develop a cellulosic ethanol plant in Hugoton, Kansas, that would convert hundreds of thousands of corn stalks and leaves into some 23 million gallons of ethanol per year. The Department of Energy estimates that with our loan guaranty and others, totaling some $2.6 billion, the project should create 195 permanent jobs.40

President Obama presented his jobs plan in Apex, North Carolina, at the headquarters of WestStar Precision, a specialty manufacturer that had just opened a new facility in San Jose, Costa Rica, creating many jobs in that country, but few, if any, in the United States. Republicans were amazed that Obama could be so tone deaf as to promote his “American Jobs Act” there. GOP spokesman Rob Lockwood said, “Well, the president is coming here to apparently tout how to create jobs in America, and the location he’s chosen has just apparently opened up a new manufacturing plant in Costa Rica. So we are curious how a plant in Costa Rica creates American jobs.”41

Well, American jobs are important, but so is campaign cash, and Obama’s choice of speech venue is understandable once you know that the company’s owner, Ervin Portman, is a local Democrat on the Wake County, North Carolina Board of Commissioners and a donor to Obama’s 2008 presidential campaign.

This wasn’t the first time Obama spoke at a North Carolina-based company with overseas employees. The previous June he spoke at Cree LED light company, also to discuss job creation, despite that company’s outsourcing of many jobs to China.42 Making matters worse, Cree was a major recipient of Obama stimulus funds—$39 million as an Advanced Energy Manufacturing Tax Credit—and apparently used at least a portion of those funds to send jobs overseas. The company’s CEO, Chuck Swoboda, has openly indicated his intention to use American taxpayer dollars in China, bragging that more than 50 percent of his company’s employees live and work there. He told a Chinese audience that although Cree is an American firm, “Cree management never runs this company as a U.S. company.”43

The Department of Energy has acknowledged that up to 80 percent of some of the green programs related to the stimulus bill, which involved $2.3 billion of manufacturing tax credits, went to foreign firms that employed workers in China, South Korea, and Spain. These vaunted green jobs continue to enrich foreign producers, said Peter Morici, a University of Maryland business professor, because of those nations’ state subsidies and their abundant pool of cheap labor—a fact that has upset Obama’s union constituencies.44

Obama’s allies, like the man himself, sometimes fail to match their rhetoric with their actions. The president appointed Ursula Burns, CEO of Xerox, as vice chairwoman of the President’s Export Council, a panel seeking ways to increase U.S. exports and thus domestic jobs. In a recent interview, Burns warned about outsourcing, arguing, “The work has to be done, so we send the work to people in other places that can get it done. This is absolutely backwards.” Perhaps Burns’ concerns over outsourcing would be more credible if, shortly after she expressed them, Xerox had not informed its product engineering employees that the  company was negotiating to outsource jobs to India-based HCL Technologies.45 Along the same lines, the administration expediently launched a Buy American campaign, seeking to “ensure that transportation infrastructure projects are built with American-made products,” just two months before U.S. Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood boasted that he’d advised his daughter to buy a Toyota.46

It’s one thing for a private American company to choose, for business reasons, to outsource jobs overseas; it’s another for a president who has created an unfriendly business climate at home to complain about it. But it’s a whole different matter for this president to guarantee a $2.1 billion loan to a foreign-owned company, as he did with German-owned joint-venture The Solar Trust of America.

That guaranty arose from an ill-considered 2005 energy bill that empowered the Department of Energy to guarantee private bank loans for “innovative energy technologies.” Obama took it to the next level, expanding the project’s scope and relieving debtor companies from having to make a down payment. This needlessly increased the exposure of the American taxpayer when we could least afford it. The program has been poorly run since its inception, having widespread gaps in loan documentation.47 As we will see in chapter eight, the Solyndra scandal was the logical consequence of such negligence.

In a separate example, from the seemingly endless stash of EPA funds used for outlandish green schemes, the Obama administration, through the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, paid for replacement mufflers for dozens of Mexican trucks to reduce their exhaust emissions, with more to be upgraded in the future.48 It was apparently unthinkable to suggest that Mexico should pay to upgrade its own vehicles.

Indeed, it seems this administration will support any progressive cause, foreign or domestic. For example, federal funding of left-leaning National Public Radio is already controversial, but not only has the Obama administration increased this funding,49 it’s even gearing up to distribute a “significant” sum of money to a foreign state-owned news service. The money is meant to assist the BBC World Service in preventing the suppression of the internet in closed societies such as Iran and China.  Although this may sound like a good cause, one should note that Britain’s Foreign Service decided to cut World Service’s funding by 16 percent. If the British are scaling back their own service, why is the Obama administration anxious to step into the breach?50




AMERICAN CULTURE? THAT’S INTOLERANT! 

It’s not just for raw political reasons that Obama and the Democrats pander to ethnic identity groups and block serious attempts to secure our borders. Their attitude also flows from their enthusiasm for multiculturalism, which often amounts to an indictment of American and Western culture rather than a mere tolerance of other cultures. They reject American exceptionalism and the very idea of a unique American culture, and this mindset seems to be eating away at the national spirit. Not too long ago, 60 percent of Americans believed American culture was superior to other cultures, but today fewer than 50 percent do.51 This statistic will not trouble the cultural relativists, but it is troubling to those who still believe that America is the greatest nation in the world and must continue to lead free people and free nations.

This helps to explain the Left’s reluctance to promote the assimilation of immigrants into our culture, their mastery of the English language for their own and society’s benefit, and their learning of rudimentary civics lessons to instill a sense of pride in their new nation. This is why Americans are now bombarded with foreign-language appeals from everyday businesses—political correctness demands it.

Sadly, the Obama administration is promoting the fracturing of our culture. Obama’s Education Department recently supported a first-ever national Spanish spelling bee for students from 4th through 8th grade in New Mexico at the National Hispanic Cultural Center. The event was held in Albuquerque and featured eleven students from four states.52

Liberals insist that America’s greatness lies in her diversity, but that misses the point. It is wonderful that Americans descend from many ethnicities and nationalities, but without a common bond based on the cultural unity that e pluribus unum implies, we will become an  increasingly balkanized country. America is unique in the history of nations precisely because it is united around principles, ideals, values, and a specific and unique form of constitutional governance. As the Investors.com editors eloquently wrote, “No other nation in history has been as committed to freeing men, delivering justice and, as the capital of capitalism, advancing prosperity and social mobility as the U.S. has been. None has ever been so humane, so charitable, so inclusive, so overflowing with optimism. It shouldn’t be up to the political class to set the tone of the culture. But in our current environment, a change at the top would help restore the faith we’ve lost in ourselves.”53




 “WE DON’T WANT TO DRINK WATER FROM A WHITE WATER FOUNTAIN” 

With immigration, as with many other items on his agenda, Obama thumbs his nose at those who advocate the rule of law in our approach to the knotty problem. He’s expressed his support for illegal alien sanctuary cities and for suspending deportations of non-criminal illegal immigrants.54 His administration has also produced a memo detailing a strategy to circumvent Congress administratively in pursuit of amnesty for illegals.55

Obama has gone so far as to embrace the National Council of La Raza, a Hispanic activist organization that advocates open borders and impunity for lawlessness. During the 2008 presidential race Obama courted the group, and in July 2011 he addressed their annual conference in Washington, D.C., expressing his solidarity with them and their goals. Obama bragged that he had “poached quite a few of [their] alumni to work in [his] administration.” He also sent La Raza a clear message that Democrats were their friends and Republicans their enemies, declaring, “But here’s the only thing you should know. The Democrats and your President are with you. Don’t get confused about that. Remember who it is that we need to move in order to actually change the laws.”56

During his address, Obama also reiterated his support for the Dream Act, a small-scale amnesty that would grant permanent residency to  illegal alien high school graduates who meet conditions such as attending college or joining the military. When Congress refused to approve the Dream Act amidst popular opposition, Obama officials bypassed the people’s representatives and simply implemented many of the bill’s provisions administratively. As Mark Krikorian from the Center for Immigration Studies remarked, “When the president spoke to La Raza recently and said he couldn’t just go around Congress and enact an amnesty, the assembly started chanting, ‘Yes, you can! Yes, you can!’ Well, he did.”57

La Raza is a decidedly race-based organization, as its name suggests: La Raza means “The Race.” It supports discounted tuition and driver’s licenses for illegal aliens as well as illegal alien sanctuary cities. Some believe it serves as the public relations front group for the militant Mexican Reconquista movement, which seeks Mexico’s re-conquest of the American southwest.58 La Raza has also funded a Mexican separatist charter school, Academia Semillas Del Pueblo, whose principal articulated these “educational” objectives:We don’t necessarily want to go to White schools. What we want to do is teach ourselves, teach our children the way we have of teaching. We don’t want to drink from a White water fountain, we have our own wells and our natural reservoirs and our way of collecting rain in our aqueducts…. Ultimately the White way, the American way, the neo liberal, capitalist way of life will eventually lead to our own destruction.59





The school provides this description for its 8th grade “United States History and Geography” class: “A People’s history of Expansion and Conflict – A thematic survey of American politics, society, culture and political economy; Emphasis throughout on the nations the U.S. usurped, invaded and dominated; Connections between historical rise of capitalism and imperialism with modern political economy and global social relations.”60

The administration has almost tripled the amount of taxpayer funds (from $4.1 million to $11 million) distributed to La Raza since one of  the group’s former top officials, Cecilia Muñoz, began serving as Obama’s Director of Intergovernmental Affairs. The government watchdog Judicial Watch disclosed that the money came from various sources, with a major portion—60 percent—coming from the Department of Labor, whose head honcho, Hilda Solis, has close ties to La Raza and has begun a national campaign to protect illegal immigrant workers in the United States. Other funding came from the Department of Housing and Urban Development ($2.5 million for housing counseling), the Department of Education ($800,000), and the Centers for Disease Control ($250,000). In addition, the Justice Department granted $600,000 in 2009 and $548,000 in 2010 to Ayuda Inc., a social service and legal assistance organization that provides immigration law services to illegal aliens along with a guarantee to protect their identities.61




 ASSERTIONS “UNACCOMPANIED BY PERSUASIVE LEGAL CLAIMS” 

It’s hard to say if it was Obama’s ethnic pandering, his multicultural bent, or his reflexive liberalism that led his administration to petition the United States Supreme Court for a stay of execution for a Mexican man convicted of abducting, raping, and murdering—by bludgeoning with a rock—a 16-year-old Texan girl, Adria Sauceda. Humberto Leal Jr. apologized and virtually confessed to the murder as he was strapped to the gurney in the death chamber, saying, “I have hurt a lot of people. Let this be final and be done. I take the full blame for this. I am sorry and forgive me, I am truly sorry.”62

Leal was convicted in 1995, but arresting authorities allegedly didn’t advise him of his right to contact his nation’s consulate, an oversight that supposedly violated the UN’s Vienna Convention on Consular Relations. Liberals inside and outside the administration wanted a stay of execution to provide time for passage of a pending bill offered by Senator Patrick Leahy that would have mandated federal review of the case. While the administration complained about the importance of the United States demonstrating respect for international law, it did not exhibit much respect for American law, given the jury’s conviction of Leal based on compelling evidence.63

The media focused on the diplomatic implications of the case while offering scant details of the heinous crime.64 They seemed untroubled by the savagery of the murder or the damning evidence against Leal, such as bite marks found on Sauceda’s neck that matched Leal’s teeth; blood discovered on the underwear Leal wore the night of the murder; blood stains found on the passenger door and seat of Leal’s car; and the fact that thirty minutes after Leal and Sauceda left a party together, Leal’s brother arrived at the party and revealed that Leal had come home with blood on him and admitted he’d killed a girl.65

The Supreme Court refused to grant the stay, proclaiming, “Our task is to rule on what the law is, not what it might eventually be.” Nor was the Court impressed by the administration’s extra-legal arguments about possible diplomatic fall-out from the execution. The Court declared, “We have no authority to stay an execution in light of ‘an appeal of the president’ presenting free-ranging assertions of foreign policy consequences, when those assertions are unaccompanied by persuasive legal claims.”66




PRAISING COMRADE CHE 

Based on the administration’s leftist internationalism, it was no surprise when Alec Ross, the State Department’s senior advisor on innovation, paid homage to Che Guevara as an exemplar of freedom. At the Innovate Conference in London in June 2011, Ross said, “One thesis statement I want to emphasize is how [the internet] disrupt[s] the exercise of power. They devolve power from the nation state—from governments and large institutions—to individuals … the Internet has become the Che Guevara of the 21st Century.”67 Che Guevara, of course, was a mass-murdering communist who declared just after the Cuban Missile Crisis, “If the [nuclear] missiles had remained, we would have fired them against the very heart of the U.S., including New York. The victory of socialism is well worth millions of atomic victims.”68

Along these lines, the U.S. Navy officially named its new cargo ship the USNS Cesar Chavez, after the controversial labor leader. Congressman Duncan D. Hunter criticized the choice, arguing that Chavez was a  communist who hated the Navy. “This decision shows the direction the Navy is heading,” said Hunter. “Naming a ship after Cesar Chavez goes right along with other recent decisions by the Navy that appear to be more about making a political statement than upholding the Navy’s history and tradition. If this decision were about recognizing the Hispanic community’s contribution to our nation, many other names come to mind, including Marine Corps Sgt. Rafael Peralta, who was nominated for the Medal of Honor for action in Iraq.”69




TAXES AND REGULATIONS GO GLOBAL 

Obama’s rejection of American exceptionalism proceeds from his leftist affinity for globalism and for transnationalism—the notion that U.S. law should be subordinate to international law. Obama appointed Yale Law School dean Harold Koh—the United States’ leading advocate for transnationalism—as the State Department’s legal adviser, and he appointed for commerce secretary John Bryson, who some believe, partially based on a video, favors a world government. In the video, Bryson speaks favorably of the 2009 UN climate negotiations in Copenhagen as “the closest thing we have to a world governance organization,” hinting that it provides the best model for imposing global climate regulations. Colin Hanna, president of Let Freedom Ring, says that Bryson’s statements prove he supports a more powerful United Nations that can impose its will on climate change policies.70

Climate change is not the only issue on which Obama wants to empower the UN. In September 2010, in preparation for the UN Summit on the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), Obama endorsed “innovative finance mechanisms”—a euphemism for global taxes. The revenue generated from these “mechanisms” would be over and above our foreign aid spending and would provide another avenue for Obama’s grand goal of wealth redistribution, this time on a global scale. One related proposal calls for “small global taxes,” such as one scheme advocated by Cuban dictator Fidel Castro, to tax international currency transactions to the tune of $35 billion a year. Alarmed by these plans, Senator David Vitter introduced Senate resolution 461, “expressing the  sense of the Senate that Congress should reject any proposal for the creation of a system of global taxation and regulation.” Predictably, the Democrat-controlled Senate Finance Committee refused to take action on the resolution.71

President Obama’s fingerprints are all over these developments. It’s no secret he has been a strong supporter of the UN since he was in the Senate and that he even sponsored the Global Poverty Act, a failed attempt to force the United States’ compliance with these MDGs.

Perhaps of even greater concern is the “Monterrey Consensus” contained in an outcome document for the UN Summit on MDGs. The document, which has been approved by the UN General Assembly, expresses participating nations’ commitment to spend 0.7 percent of their Gross National Product on foreign aid for developing nations. In 2009, Obama fully embraced the so-called Millennium Development Goals which, if implemented earlier, would have imposed staggering costs on the United States. As Accuracy in Media reported, “Over a 13-year period, from 2002, when the U.N.’s Financing for Development conference was held, to the target year of 2015, when the U.S. is expected to meet the Millennium Development Goals, this amounts to $845 billion from the U.S. alone, according to Jeffrey Sachs of the U.N.’s Millennium Project.”72
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Liberals sometimes complain that Obama’s critics portray him as not fully American—an “other” who doesn’t relate to American values. However widespread this impression may be, Obama himself is mostly responsible. With his incessant belittling of America, both at home and abroad, and his obsequious flattering of foreign governments—many of whom are hardly friends of America—our own president constantly betrays his deep unease about our nation, our history, and our founding ideals. These expressions cannot be dismissed as mere verbal miscues since his administration’s policies—from its advocacy of Al Jazeera to its enthrallment with the United Nations—reflect the same worldview. If Obama really believes in American exceptionalism, if he really is proud  of his country, if he really thinks we are the rightful leader of the free world, then he only needs to do one thing to convince us: act like it.





 CHAPTER TWO

THE WAR ON THE RIGHT

President Obama campaigned on bringing a new style of politics to Washington, vowing to give us a new tone and a bipartisan, post-racial approach that would bring the parties together for the good of the nation. In his Grant Park speech, where he addressed the nation for the first time as president-elect, Obama proclaimed, “Young and old, rich and poor, Democrat and Republican, black, white, Hispanic, Asian, Native American, gay, straight, disabled and not disabled, Americans have sent a message to the world that we have never been just a collection of red states and blue states. We have been and always will be the United States of America.”1

But from the beginning he has been one of the most partisan and divisive presidents in our history. Because his extremist liberal agenda has been unpopular with the electorate, he has demonized his opponents as a means of diverting attention from the substance of the legislation or policy in question and making it a contest about personalities. As I showed in Crimes Against Liberty, he has always picked out one or more  groups to target with each initiative (“Fat-cat Bankers,” “the Wealthy,” big insurance companies with their “obscene profits,” “Big Oil,” etc.), but on all proposals he also demonizes Republicans who, obviously, he regards as his main adversaries.

He said he didn’t want Republicans to do a lot of talking; he’d prefer they “sit in back.”2 He chided the tea party for protesting his reckless spending, saying, “You would think they’d be saying thank you.”3 He denounced Republicans in Congress as “hostage takers”—with the American people as their hostages—for opposing his tax policies.4 He told Latinos that people who believed in protecting America’s borders “aren’t the kinds of folks who represent our core American values.”5 Even at a back-to-school speech to high school students in Washington, D.C., Obama couldn’t leave politics out of the mix. The Los Angeles Times admitted that Obama used his supposedly uplifting message to students as a means to stump for his jobs bill.6

In recent years, “hope and change” has given way to another motto. As Republican National Committee Chairman Rence Priebus noted, “With this president it’s all politics, all the time.”7




 “THE EMPIRE IS STRIKING BACK” 

Throughout the 2010 campaign, Obama harped on a theme that has been a hallmark of his entire presidency—do-nothing Republicans are solely responsible for the poor economy, deceitfully obstructing Obama’s herculean efforts to spark economic growth. At a Democratic fundraiser in Atlanta in August 2010, Obama claimed Republican leaders “have not come up with a single, solitary, new idea to address the challenges of the American people. They don’t have a single idea that’s different from George Bush’s ideas—not one. Instead, they’re betting on amnesia. That’s what they’re counting on. They’re counting on that you all forgot. They think that they can run the okey-doke on you. Bamboozle you.”8 In fact, Republicans had consistently offered new ideas only to be peremptorily rejected by Obama. It was Obama who was stuck on the same failed ideas. His promised panacea—his grandiose stimulus package—had already fallen flat, and yet he offered no new economic policies, only more spending.

As the 2010 elections drew near, Obama began deriding Republicans as lazy Slurpee sippers who stand around doing nothing while Democrats struggle valiantly to improve the economy. At a Democratic rally at Bowie State University in Maryland, he said, “We’re down there. It’s hot. We were sweating. Bugs everywhere. We’re down there pushing, pushing on the car. Every once in a while we’d look up and see the Republicans standing there. They’re just standing there fanning themselves—slipping on a Slurpee.”9 Castigating Republicans for not helping to get a car moving was an odd metaphor considering just a few months before, Obama had blamed Republicans for driving “the car into the ditch” and yet wanting “the keys back.” “You can’t have the keys back,” said Obama. “You don’t know how to drive.”10

In a rally in Philadelphia, Obama boasted that 3 million Americans were back at work because of “the economic plan Joe and I put in place, that’s the truth.... The hole we’re climbing out of is so deep. The Republicans messed up so bad, left such a big mess, that there is [sic] still millions of Americans without work.”11 At a campaign stop in Ohio, he portrayed Republicans as the villains from Star Wars. “They’re fighting back,” he warned. “The empire is striking back. To win this election, they are plowing tens of millions of dollars into front groups. They are running misleading negative ads all across the country.”12

In Los Angeles, Obama painted the Republican Party as so extreme that Abraham Lincoln would lose the GOP nomination today. Again, he accused Republicans of standing on the sidelines while he saved the economy from a second Great Depression, and of wanting to bring back the kind of deregulated economy that ostensibly led to the financial crisis. Republicans are “clinging to the same worn-out, tired, snake-oil ideas that they were peddling before,” he intoned.13

Despite all his bellicosity, Obama said that if Republicans won the congressional elections, they would have to learn to get along with him and “work with me in a serious way.”14 A few days later, he told radio host Steve Harvey that he needed people in Congress “who want to cooperate, and that’s not Republicans.... Their whole agenda is to spend the next two years trying to defeat me, as opposed to trying to move the country forward.”15




 “IT’S A SUBSTANCE PROBLEM” 

All of Obama’s heated rhetoric failed to avert electoral catastrophe for the Democrats. But just as he had failed to see Scott Brown’s upset election to the U.S. Senate in January 2010 as a direct repudiation of his agenda, particularly ObamaCare, he misread this monumental, personal defeat as well. In anticipating his defeat a month earlier, Obama had already begun to rationalize the inevitable, passing it off as a failure to get his message out. He said he’d focused so much on policy that he’d not spent enough time making his case to the electorate. Former Bush White House press secretary Ari Fleischer, incredulous at Obama’s obtuseness, remarked, “I think he’s more out of touch than anybody ever thought if he believes the problems are from marketing and not substance. Cap and trade is not a communication problem, it’s a substance problem.”16

But Obama still didn’t grasp how unpopular his policies were (or simply pretended not to), for after the defeat in November, he defended his positions—those that had just been resoundingly rejected by the American people—as “tough” but “right.” After demonizing Republicans for two years, he appealed for “common ground,” while still signaling he had no intention of backing off his agenda.

The day after the election, an angry, defiant Obama let his hair down during a conference call with his leftist friends at MoveOn.org. “We always knew that bringing about change wasn’t going to be easy,” he argued. “And, it might get tougher in the days ahead, but the message I take away from these elections is very simple. The American people are still frustrated and they still want change and we just gotta work harder to deliver the change the American people want.... Sometimes I know this is exhausting, but we didn’t sign up for doing what was easy, we signed up for doing what was right.”17

In a different setting he declared, “Yesterday’s vote confirmed what I’ve heard from folks all across America. People are frustrated, they’re deeply frustrated with the pace of our economic recovery.”18 Yes, but they were even more frustrated—and genuinely outraged—at his radical leftist agenda and his ruinous spending. As House Republican Leader John Boehner observed, “The American people spoke, and I think this is pretty  clear that the Obama-Pelosi agenda is being rejected by the American people. They want the president to change course.”19




 CIVILITY FOR THEE, NOT FOR ME 

For years, Democrats have demonized conservative opinion as hateful, bigoted, and homophobic, and at least as early as the Clinton years they began to suggest that it could lead to violence. This was President Clinton’s angle when he sought to link Timothy McVeigh’s Oklahoma City bombing to conservative talk radio. Since then, Democrats have consistently used this intimidation tactic to chill or discredit conservative speech.

Despite Obama’s campaign promise to usher in a “new tone,” one of the earliest references to this phrase being used during his term appeared in a much different context in a Politico piece. In early February 2009, Josh Gerstein wrote, “With his economic stimulus plan facing serious resistance on Capitol Hill, President Obama struck a combative new tone Thursday, publicly chastising ‘some in Congress’ for trying to make major changes to the near-trillion-dollar legislation now in the Senate.” Obama insisted, “We can’t go back to the same worn-out ideas that led us here in the first place. You’ve been hearing ’em for the last 10 years, maybe longer.”20

The Democrats’ passive-aggressive attitude toward civility was brought into stark relief in January 2011 after Jared Loughner, a mentally ill malcontent, opened fire outside a Safeway supermarket in Tucson, Arizona, killing six people and wounding fourteen others, including Congresswoman Gabrielle Giffords. President Obama delivered the memorial address for the victims at the University of Arizona in Tucson. In the speech, he called for what the New York Times described as a “new era of civility,” urging that if the “tragedy prompts reflection and debate... let’s make sure it is worthy of those we have lost. Let’s make sure it’s not on the usual plane of politics and point scoring and pettiness that drifts away with the next news cycle.” Obama added, “If, as has been discussed in recent days, their deaths help usher in more civility in our public discourse, let us remember that it is not because a simple lack  of civility caused this tragedy—it did not—but rather because only a more civil and honest public discourse can help us face up to our challenges as a nation, in a way that would make them proud.”21

Obama’s plea for civility would have seemed more sincere if his allies weren’t announcing from every conceivable media forum that the shootings were the fault of “violent” conservative rhetoric. They especially sought to tie the murders to Sarah Palin—simply because her PAC displayed a map that placed targets over districts where it was trying to unseat Democrats. Although “targeting” a political opponent is a commonly used metaphor across the political aisle, the map—whose targets were decried by the Left as “gun sights”—suddenly emerged as the prime example of the right’s supposed descent into murderous extremism.

Two days after Giffords’ shooting, the Atlantic Wire, a website associated with The Atlantic, ran an article asking, “Did Sarah Palin’s Target Map Play [a] Role in Giffords Shooting?” The article quoted Atlantic blogger Andrew Sullivan, a vociferous Obama supporter, professing, “No one is saying Sarah Palin should be viewed as an accomplice to murder”—and then he seemingly proceeded to do just that: “Many are merely saying that [Palin’s] recklessly violent and inflammatory rhetoric has poisoned the discourse and has long run the risk of empowering the deranged. We are saying it’s about time someone took responsibility for this kind of rhetorical extremism, because it can and has led to violence and murder.”22

A Democrat operative later admitted that the Democrats plotted to blame another right-leaning group for the shootings. “They need to deftly pin this on the tea partiers,” said the unnamed Democrat. “Just like the Clinton White House deftly pinned the Oklahoma bombing on the militia and anti-government people.” Another Democrat strategist argued that there was a similarity between Tucson and Oklahoma City because both “took place in a climate of bitter and virulent rhetoric against the government and Democrats.”23

Meanwhile, Obama was content to issue vague calls for civility from both sides, never once calling out his own supporters and allies for their over-the-top accusations. Of course, these accusations assumed, without a shred of proof, that the shooter was conservative or at least influenced  by conservative rhetoric. So it didn’t help their cause when investigators revealed the shooter was mentally deranged, with no connection to any conservative cause, group, or public figure.




 I’VE BEEN DOING BIN LADEN 

After the Giffords shooting, Obama abandoned his call for a political truce and returned to his usual truculence. In his various budget standoffs with Republicans—who were seeking to rein in Obama’s outlandish federal spending that has saddled us with unsustainable deficits and a record national debt—Obama had long since opted, in lieu of reaching across the aisle, for the “if they bring a knife, we’ll bring a gun” approach. He opened his press conference on June 29, 2011 with unmasked partisan stridency, implying Republicans were shirking their responsibilities while he was magnanimously becoming involved in the budget debate despite his earth-shattering obligations elsewhere. “I’ve been doing Afghanistan, bin Laden and the Greek crisis. You need to be here. I’ve been here. Let’s get it done.”

Conveniently forgetting his own record-setting pace for presidential golf, he returned to his tried and true meme of lazy Republicans. “These are bills that Congress ran up,” he claimed. “They took the vacation, they bought the car, and now they are saying maybe we don’t have to pay. At a certain point they need to do their job.”24 His chutzpah in portraying himself as an innocent bystander amidst the spiraling national debt was breathtaking. But he wasn’t through. When asked if he would sign on to a compromise involving tax breaks, he replied, “I’ve said to Republican leaders, ‘You go talk to your constituents and ask them: Are you willing to compromise your kids’ safety so some corporate jet owner can get a tax break.’” After pulling the work ethic and class warfare cards, he couldn’t resist throwing in a little scaremongering, claiming the Republicans wanted to “pay the Chinese, but not seniors.”25

An exchange between a reporter and White House press secretary Jay Carney over the budget battles during the summer of 2011 revealed the administration’s bizarre view of bipartisanship. The reporter asked Carney how the president’s rallying people to call on Republican  congressmen to compromise promoted “an atmosphere of bipartisanship.” The reported asked, “Does that foster a sense of cooperation?” Carney responded, “What the President has called for is for those Americans who believe that we need compromise in Washington to communicate that to their members of Congress. That can be Democrats or Republicans. That is hardly a partisan message. It is explicitly a bipartisan message.” When the reporter reminded Carney that only Republican congressmen were being called out, he responded, “Well, I think the problem we’ve seen here is a lack of willingness to compromise by Republicans.”26 In other words, the failure of both sides to agree to Obama’s plan was a result of Republican partisanship; Obama’s refusal to compromise did not constitute partisanship because his proposals were eminently reasonable.

Over and over, by refusing to condemn rancorous language from Democrats, Obama proved his calls for civility were insincere and politically motivated. Obama was silent amidst reports that Congressman Mike Doyle, a Pennsylvania Democrat, said in a closed-door meeting in reference to tea party Republicans, “We have negotiated with terrorists. This small group of terrorists have made it impossible to spend any money.” Biden reportedly responded, “They have acted like terrorists.”27 Biden later denied saying this, though there was no denying his comment to Senate Democrats earlier in the day that Republican leaders have “guns to their heads” in the budget negotiations, and that the deal would remove the tea party’s “weapon of mass destruction”—referring to the threat of defaulting on U.S. debt obligations, which was an unlikely sceneario anyway, as explained in chapter six. Continuing to employ the precise kind of martial language the Left had denounced after the Giffords shooting, Doyle told Politico that Republicans “have no compunction about blowing up the economy to get what they want.”28




DEFLECTION: A VALUED SKILL FOR TEAM OBAMA 

Obama pressed his attacks on conservatives even during press conferences with foreign leaders. During a joint presser at the White House with German Chancellor Angela Merkel, he once again blamed President George W. Bush for the poor economy, declaring, “It is just very  important for folks to remember how close we came to complete disaster. The world economy took a severe blow two and a half years ago, and in part that is because of a whole set of policy decisions that had been made, and challenges that have been unaddressed over the course of the previous decade.”29

Vice President Biden found a trip to China to be a suitable occasion for attacking the tea party. When asked about the administration’s efforts to reduce the deficit following the Standard & Poor’s downgrade, Biden blamed everything on conservative opposition to Obama’s agenda. Biden said that Medicare (and other entitlements) would be easy to fix, “but there is a group within the Republican Party that is a very strong voice now that wanted different changes, and so the deal fell through at the very end.” As Britain’s Nile Gardiner observed, Biden was saying the administration had a perfect plan to deal with the deficit but the tea party ruined it: “What he doesn’t mention, of course, is that his own administration is responsible for an unprecedented increase in government spending, and running the largest deficits since World War II.”30 But Obama was in sync with Biden, calling the credit downgrade “a self-inflicted wound” by Republicans. He added, “That’s why people are frustrated. You can hear it in my voice; that’s why I’m frustrated.”31

Obama did not make these comments simply in the heat of the moment; he keeps up his attack on Republicans, rain or shine. While stumping for his jobs bill in Michigan, he blasted the GOP Congress for “the worst part of partisanship, the worst part of gridlock.” “There are some in Congress right now,” charged Obama, “who would rather see their opponents lose than Americans win, and that’s got to stop. We’re supposed to all be on the same team, especially during tough times.” Once again, he urged his audience to write members of Congress (meaning Republicans) to urge them to pass his jobs bill.32

Still trying to divert attention from his own record, his own hyper-partisanship, and his own stubborn aversion to compromise, he kept trying to leverage Congress’ poor public approval ratings (Congress, it should be noted, almost always rates poorly, no matter which party is in control) to push his agenda. In his weekly radio address a few days later,  he lashed out at “partisan gridlock.” As if he were wholly outside the political process, he said, “You’ve got a right to be frustrated. I am. Because you deserve better. I don’t think it’s too much for you to expect that the people you send to this town start delivering.” He then urged Americans—yet again—to contact members of Congress.33 Months later, in October, he was still at it. “The question then is, will Congress do something?” he intoned. “If Congress does something, then I can’t run against a do-nothing Congress. If Congress does nothing, then it’s not a matter of me running against them, I think the American people will run them out of town. Because they are frustrated.”

No matter how he spun it, though, the Republican Congress had passed Paul Ryan’s reform plan, the “cut, cap and balance bill,” and countless other reforms only to have them die in the Democrat-controlled Senate or at the threat of a presidential veto. Try as he might, he could not explain away the fact that he was the one who had spurned the recommendations of his own Bipartisan Budget Commission, who had failed to present any good faith legislation aimed at curbing entitlement spending, whose budget deficits were in excess of a trillion dollars as far as the eye could see, whose stimulus packages were bankrupting us, and whose Senate hadn’t submitted a budget for some 900 days.

That same month, at a private fundraiser in Tampa, Florida, First Lady Michelle Obama engaged in some old-fashioned scaremongering, reminding her audience that Obama’s Supreme Court nominees would help craft decisions whose impact would be felt “for decades to come—on our privacy and security, on whether we speak freely, worship openly, and love whomever we choose. That is what’s at stake here.”34 Apparently, a Republican president would install justices who would prevent us from speaking, worshiping, and loving freely. In the Obamas’ eyes, the GOP boogeyman knows no bounds.




“THEY GOT A WAR WITH US” 

Obama’s closest allies regularly hurl the most belligerent accusations at Republicans as Obama stands on the sidelines, pretending to be above it all. Consider the introduction Obama received from Jimmy Hoffa during a Labor Day address to union members in Detroit. Urging his audience to vote out Republican lawmakers who were blocking Obama’s agenda, the Teamster president unleashed a bellicose speech full of allusions to war and violence. He declared,We got to keep an eye on the battle that we face: The war on workers. And you see it everywhere, it is the Tea Party. And you know, there is only one way to beat and win that war. The one thing about working people is we like a good fight. And you know what? They’ve got a war, they got a war with us and there’s only going to be one winner. It’s going to be the workers of Michigan, and America. We’re going to win that war. President Obama, this is your army. We are ready to march.... Everybody here’s got a vote.... Let’s take these sons of bitches out and give America back to an America where we belong.35



After those incendiary remarks, Obama bounced up to the podium, grinning widely, and proceeded to shower Hoffa with accolades. During his speech, Obama’s tone was less violent, but no less partisan. He said, “We’re going to see if congressional Republicans will put country before party. You say you’re the party of tax cuts? Well then, prove you’ll fight just as hard for tax cuts for middle-class families as you do for oil companies and the most affluent Americans. Show us what you got.”36

Obama later professed not to have heard Hoffa’s war-like comments. Some observers found this explanation improbable, but it was certainly unsurprising, considering Obama claims never to have heard Jeremiah Wright’s rantings though he sat through twenty years of his reverend’s “G—D—- America” sermons. As criticism of Hoffa intensified over the ensuing week, Obama seemed to absolve himself of any responsibility to condemn uncivil speech from his allies; his communications chief Dan Pfeiffer defiantly declared Obama would not “serve as the speech police for the Democratic Party.”37

On September 8, the day of his vaunted jobs speech, Obama demonstrated his “bipartisanship” by circulating advance talking points to  liberal media and Democratic legislators. It wasn’t just his selective release of speech highlights that reeked of partisanship, however; the talking points themselves were chock full of it. They telegraphed that Obama would depict the economy as a casualty of President George W. Bush—this was two and a half years into Obama’s term, mind you—and that Republicans were, in the words of the Daily Caller, “unpatriotic and greedy partisans,” while Obama himself was “an optimistic, fair-minded, reformist, bipartisan, fiscal moderate.”38




“WE DON’T BELIEVE IN A SMALL AMERICA” 

Once again contradicting Obama’s calls for a “new tone” in politics, Team Obama developed a plan to harshly attack Mitt Romney after he emerged in 2011 as the frontrunner for the GOP’s presidential nomination. In August, under the headline, “Obama Plan: Destroy Romney,” Politico revealed that “Barack Obama’s aides and advisers are preparing to center the president’s reelection campaign on a ferocious personal assault on Mitt Romney’s character and business background.” The story quoted a prominent Democratic strategist closely tied to the White House, who said bluntly, “Unless things change and Obama can run on accomplishments, he will have to kill Romney.”39 As NewsBusters’ Tim Graham quipped, “There was no, ‘I mean, politically,’ in that sentence. Should the Secret Service be calling Politico for leads?”40

While Obama’s advisers denied it, the Politico piece also suggested the Obama camp would try to paint Romney as a weird person who just happens to be a Mormon. As Politico noted, “The step from casting Romney as a bit off to raising questions about religion may not be a large step for some of the incumbent’s supporters.”

The focus on Romney by no means left other GOP presidential candidates immune from the Left’s attacks. Actress Janeane Garofalo voiced suspicions that Herman Cain had been paid by an unknown entity to enter the presidential contest solely to deflect attention from the party’s racism.41 And Tim Pawlenty received an ungracious kick just after dropping out of the race, with Democratic National Committee Communications Director Brad Woodhouse announcing, “While protecting tax breaks for the wealthy and big oil while proposing to end Medicare, slash  Social Security and pile additional burdens on the middle class might win plaudits with the Tea Party, it’s not remotely what the American people are looking for.”42

The whole slate of GOP presidential candidates came under fire after they failed to immediately denounce one or two audience members at a GOP debate in Orlando who booed for about one second when a gay soldier asked a question about the military’s policies toward gays. Some of the candidates later said they didn’t hear the booing; others thought it was directed at the solder’s challenging question, not at him personally. Nevertheless, despite his refusal to condemn the inflammatory remarks of Hoffa—a close political ally who made his comments in the act of introducing Obama himself—Obama wasn’t about to pass up an opportunity to denounce the entire GOP field.

At the Human Rights Campaign’s annual dinner, Obama attributed the incident in Orlando to Republicans’ fundamental lack of morality, compassion, or tolerance, which supposedly drives their entire agenda and their opposition to his own. His speech frequently decried “small America,” which he depicted as a cruel, dystopian place where roads and schools are allowed to crumble, teachers are laid off, and where the government irresponsibly cuts social services while handing out tax breaks for the rich. In case it wasn’t already clear that “small America” was code for the Republican agenda, Obama clarified the point by invoking the Orlando debate: “We don’t believe in the kind of smallness that says it’s okay for a stage full of political leaders—one of whom could end up being the President of the United States—being silent when an American soldier is booed. We don’t believe in that. We don’t believe in standing silent when that happens. We don’t believe in them being silent since.”43

That was a sweeping indictment of Republicans, but Obama’s swipes can also be exceedingly petty, such as his scheduling of a joint session of Congress to unveil his jobs bill at the same time Republicans would be debating at the Reagan Presidential Library. When questioned about the timing, White House press secretary Jay Carney said the Republican debate was “not enough of a reason” to change the timing of the president’s speech.

So here we had Obama, insisting that Republican leaders dutifully serve as public props for another presidential re-election campaign speech  in the guise of a new jobs bill, and at the same time telling Republicans he didn’t respect their ideas enough to avoid a scheduling conflict that would force Americans to choose between listening to the president or his Republican opponents.44 But GOP leaders in Congress resisted Obama’s scheduling demand, forcing him to reschedule his bipartisan jobs harangue. After all, the president, according to Carney, was only interested in “speaking to people, speaking to Congress about the need to do things, to create jobs to get the economy going. Americans,” said Carney, “are sick and tired of the bickering, the gridlock.”45




“THEY’D LOVE TO SEE [US] HANGING ON A TREE” 

As the GOP contest wore on, the White House kept up its attacks. Seemingly oblivious to the manifest unpopularity of the president’s agenda, White House communications director Dan Pfeiffer said that the only reason Obama was struggling against potential GOP presidential candidates in the polls was that the American people weren’t familiar enough with their ideas to understand how bad they were. Pfeiffer said that once Americans learned, for example, that Mitt Romney’s economic plan would “essentially end Medicare, end Social Security”—a crass distortion if not an outright lie—they would come around.46

The Democrats’ attacks on the GOP reached farcical extremes. Vice President Biden told an audience in Toledo, Ohio, “This is a different kind of fight. This is a fight for the heart and soul of the labor movement. This is a fight for the existence of organized labor. You are the only folks keeping the barbarians at the gate.”47 In perhaps the single most incendiary remark of the campaign, Congressional Black Caucus whip Andre Carson told the crowd at a CBC town hall meeting in Miami, “Some of these folks in Congress right now would love to see us as second-class citizens. Some of them in Congress right now with this tea party movement would love to see you and me—I’m sorry, Tamron—hanging on a tree.”48

Meanwhile, Obama continued urging his supporters to give his congressional opponents an earful, but he didn’t take kindly when the tables were turned on him. At a public meeting, Iowa tea party member Ryan Rhodes confronted Obama about Biden’s alleged characterization of tea partiers as terrorists. Obama said Biden had denied making the statement,  but then assumed a defensive posture, saying, “Now, in fairness, since I’ve been called a socialist who wasn’t born in this country, who is destroying America and taking away its freedoms because I passed a health care bill, I’m all for lowering the rhetoric.”49

Obama may be all for ratcheting down the rhetoric when he’s the target, but like clockwork, within days, he was slamming Republicans again. Vacationing in Martha’s Vineyard, he pointedly said, “The only thing preventing us from passing these bills is the refusal by some in Congress to put country ahead of party. That’s the problem right now. That’s what’s holding this country back.”50




“REPUBLICAN LEADERS IN WASHINGTON JUST DON’T GET IT” 

When Obama delivered his vaunted “jobs speech” at his rescheduled joint session of Congress, it turned out to be little more than a demand for another stimulus package inside a glorified campaign speech for his re-election. After scandal, waste, and failure had discredited his first stimulus plan, he was insisting that we do more of the same. Obama knew Republicans would never go along with his jobs plan, so his purpose in proposing it was to set Republicans up as obstructionists, hoping to use this as a campaign Hail Mary to distract the electorate’s attention from his record.

Obama’s speech was standard fare for his left-wing base. After excoriating Republicans—whom he’d summoned to sit still for this diatribe—for wanting to “wipe out basic protections that Americans have counted on for decades,” he suggested the GOP is dragging America into “a race to the bottom where we try to offer the cheapest labor and the worst pollution standards.”51 As for substantive job-creating proposals, Obama offered little besides his typical vague, Keynesian promises to make them magically appear through more government spending.

After his petty speech, Obama acted as though Republican opposition to the bill was all that was preventing a robust economic rebound. He had used the same ploy a year earlier during a weekly radio address in which he had plugged another so-called jobs bill that would extend unemployment benefits and give states billions in fiscal relief. Obama  said then, “Republican leaders in Washington just don’t get it. While a majority of Senators support taking these steps to help the American people, some are playing the same old Washington games and using their power to hold this relief hostage—a move that only ends up holding back our recovery. It doesn’t make sense.”52

Obama’s political strategy is really pretty simple: his policies don’t work, so he blames his opponents for blocking him from adopting more of them.




YOU WANT TO REDUCE THE NATIONAL DEBT? THAT’S RACIST! 

“Lazy, obstructionist Republicans” is just one meme in the White House’s extensive arsenal of insults hurled at Obama’s political opponents. Republicans are also heartless and cruel, homophobic, sexist, proudly ignorant, and inherently violent. But more than anything else, according to the administration and its allies, Republicans are irredeemably, rabidly racist. Of course, Democrats have been reflexively accusing Republican public figures of racism for decades; what’s new under the Obama administration is that with the birth of the tea party, those accusations are now routinely flung at ordinary Americans who primarily criticize the president’s spending policies.

Democrats and their media enablers like to go hunting for racism among tea partiers. They often don’t even hide their assumptions, as was evident when NBC News reporter Kelly O’Donnell remarked to a black protestor, Darryl Postell, at an April 2010 tea party event in Washington, “There aren’t a lot of African-Americans at these events. Have you ever felt . . . uncomfortable?” Postell shot back, “No, no, these are my people, Americans.”53

Failing to find any racism to support their accusations, Democrats seem willing to manufacture racist incidents. The most famous of these may have been Congressman John Lewis’ allegation in March 2010 that tea party protesters yelled racial slurs at black congressmen entering the Capitol building. Unfortunately for Lewis, copious film footage taken at the scene and uploaded onto the internet utterly failed to reveal a single slur.54

The NAACP, a major Obama supporter, has been a prime proponent of the “tea party is racist” smear, adopting a resolution at its 2010 convention in Kansas City condemning “racist elements” in the tea party movement and demanding its leaders denounce their bigotry. NAACP President Benjamin Todd Jealous denounced “the Tea Party’s continued tolerance for bigotry and bigoted statements,” insisting, “The time has come for them to accept the responsibility that comes with influence and make clear there is no place for racism and anti-Semitism, homophobia and other forms of bigotry in their movement.” First Lady Michelle Obama spoke at the convention but saw no need to condemn the baseless attacks on the tea party—attacks which provoked vehement protests from tea party groups.55

Though President Obama once sneeringly referred to tea partiers with the obscene term “teabaggers,” he generally refrains from engaging in the most inflammatory attacks on the tea party. Instead, he delegates that job to his supporters, whose diatribes go without presidential condemnation, even when they’re made in Obama’s presence. At a private White House dinner in May 2010, when a guest suggested that tea partiers were motivated by angst over having a black president, Obama didn’t lift a finger in protest, instead agreeing there was a “subterranean agenda” afoot that was racially based.56

One of Obama’s principal “spiritual advisers,” Reverend Jim Wallis, is known for demanding a new tone from Republicans while rejecting civil discourse himself. During a British radio interview, he attributed the entire tea party movement to racism, declaring, “Fox News has been the assassin of Obama’s religion.... What they’re trying to do is disconnect him and his values from the American people. And to be blunt, there wouldn’t be a Tea Party if there wasn’t a black man in the White House.”57

Attorney General Eric Holder also got into the mix just as he came under fire over the gunwalking scandal Operation Fast and Furious. In a New York Times interview, while acknowledging that many of his opponents were offended by his policies, Holder suggested that racism, too, motivated some of his critics. “The more extreme segment,” said Holder, alluding in part to the tea party, viewed the attacks on him as “a  way to get at the president because of the way I can be identified with him, both due to the nature of our relationship, and, you know, the fact that we’re both African American.”58 Georgia Democratic congressman Hank Johnson made the connection to the tea party explicit, having earlier called Fast and Furious “another manufactured controversy by the Second Amendment, NRA Republican tea party movement.” He asked, “How many firearms are sold to al-Qaeda terrorists, to other convicted felons, to domestic violence perpetrators, to convicted felons, to white supremacists?”59

It seems the administration’s antipathy for the tea party has even trickled down to the IRS. In early March 2012, David French of the American Center for Law and Justice reported on National Review Online that his colleagues had been in contact with “literally dozens of tea party organizations that have received intrusive information demands from the IRS” in response to tea-party requests for tax-exempt status, which French says seriously impinge on their First Amendment rights. These information requests concern who the groups are associating with and whether they are in contact or have relationships with legislative bodies or political candidates. Significantly, these demands have not been in response to allegations of wrongdoing against the parties, but simply in response to their applications for tax exemptions.

Is the Obama IRS “using the routine process of seeking and granting tax exemptions to undertake a sweeping, top-down review of the internal workings of the tea party movement in the United States,” as French suggested?60 Before answering that question, recall that Obama’s own campaign organization, Organizing for America, once labeled tea party opponents of ObamaCare “right-wing domestic terrorists.”61 If Team Obama views tea partiers as a dangerous threat, would it really be surprising to learn that it treats them as such?




 DIVIDE AND CONQUER: OBAMA’S IDENTITY POLITICS 

Team Obama traffics in racism accusations and identity politics as a natural part of its left-wing worldview, but there is also a crass political motive for it all; Obama’s empowerment depends on maintaining a certain  level of support among specific demographic and ethnic groups, to whom he presents himself as a protector against racist, malevolent Republicans. He referred to these constituencies in a Democratic National Committee video in spring 2010, when he urged “young people, African Americans, Latinos and women ... to stand together once again.”62

Leading up to the 2010 congressional elections, as it became clear that the Democrats were going to lose, they ratcheted up their demagogic, race-based overtures. In October 2010 Obama said on the Latino network Univision, “If Latinos sit out the election instead of saying, ‘We’re going to punish our enemies and we’re going to reward our friends who stand with us on issues that are important to us,’ if they don’t see that kind of upsurge in voting in this election, then I think it’s going to be harder.”

There could be no mistaking whom Obama was identifying as the enemy. When the host complained that Obama was not doing enough and asked what Latinos could do to advance immigration reform, Obama replied, “Look, the steps are very clear. Pressure has to be put on the Republican Party.” Obama then made the baseless, inflammatory accusation that Republicans are engaged in a “cynical attempt to discourage Latinos from voting.”63

Michelle Obama followed this same theme in an interview with Univision in February 2011, when she called on Latinos to help persuade Republicans to support the Dream Act mini-amnesty. The first lady said, “So I urge the Latino community, he needs help, he’s got to have Republicans and Democrats in Congress who are going to step up. If a sound immigration bill gets put on the President’s desk he is going to sign it. But it’s got to get through Congress. He can’t do it alone.”64

In the final weeks of the congressional election campaign, Obama engaged in a black radio blitz in Chicago, Philadelphia, Milwaukee, Florida, and Ohio, making overt racial appeals for votes. Addressing blacks directly and specifically identifying with them as a group, he said, “Two years ago you voted in record numbers and we won a victory few deemed possible.... But now ... the same Republicans who fought against change are pushing the same plan that crashed our economy.... We can’t afford to go back. On November 2nd, I need you to stand with  me, and vote!”65 Furthermore, during an interview with Michael Baisden, Obama suggested Republicans were “trying to hijack democracy.”66 “The reason we won in [2008] is because young people, African Americans, Latinos—people who traditionally don’t vote in high numbers—voted in record numbers. We’ve got to have that same kind of turnout in this election.” If Republicans were to take back Congress, said Obama, “they’ve already said they’re going to go back to the same policies that were in place during the Bush administration. That means that we are going to have just hand-to-hand combat up here on Capitol Hill.”67

In an interview with Reverend Al Sharpton, Obama fully agreed with Sharpton’s suggestion that, while Obama wasn’t on the ballot, blacks needed to vote like he was because this was about his agenda.68 Continuing in this vein, Vice President Joe Biden, further demonstrating his unique gift for civility and understatement, warned a few days later, “This is not your father’s Republican party. This is a different brand.... If we lose, we’re going to play hell.”69

Just a few weeks before the 2010 congressional elections, Obama said to his Philadelphia audience that Republicans “are counting on young people ... and union members ... and black folks staying home.”70 Then he made an inflammatory, race-based appeal to Latino voters in a radio interview on KVEG in Las Vegas a few days before the election, suggesting Republicans were trying to gin up hatred for immigrants. He said, “The Latino vote is crucial and obviously, you know, when you look at some of the stuff that’s been going on during this election campaign that has tried to fan anti-immigrant sentiment. I note that a lot of Latinos, you know, feel under assault.”71

In order to cement its political coalition, the administration champions itself as the defender not just of minorities, but of women, too. Vice President Biden, in his inimitable way, showcased the Obama team’s appeals to women at a fundraiser in Philadelphia, where he despicably compared Republicans to those who excuse rapists by blaming their victims. He said that before the adoption of the Violence Against Women Act, which he had promoted,There was this attitude in our society of blaming the victim. When a woman got raped, blame her because she was wearing  a skirt too short, she looked the wrong way or she wasn’t home in time to make dinner.... But it’s amazing how these Republicans, the right wing of this party—whose philosophy threw us into this God-awful hole we’re in, gave us the tremendous deficit we’ve inherited—that they’re now using, now attempting to use, the very economic condition they have created to blame the victim—whether it’s organized labor or ordinary middle-class working men and women. It’s bizarre. It’s bizarre.72





Unsurprisingly, the administration’s identity politics have not been well-received by the American people at large. A Washington Post-ABC News poll in mid-2010 showed that only 4 in 10 respondents believed Obama’s presidency had improved racial relations, compared to 6 in 10 who had expected relations to improve at the time of his inauguration. As time passed it only got worse. In January 2011, only 35 percent said Obama had helped race relations. Only 19 percent of blacks believed they enjoyed a level playing field with whites, and close to half of them believed racial equality either wouldn’t be achieved in their lifetimes or never would be.73 The actor Morgan Freeman seemed to agree, telling CNN’s Piers Morgan that Obama’s presidency had made racism worse in the United States—though predictably for a Hollywood liberal, he blamed tea party members, describing their outlook as “Screw the country.... We’re going to do whatever we can to get this black man outta here.”74

As columnist Jeff Kuhner wrote, “In recent memory, no president has so deliberately and publicly sought to pit racial and gender groups against each other. The president is not simply the titular head of a party or the leader of government. He is the head of state and embodies the collective will of the American people. He is the president of all Americans—not just certain segments of his electoral coalition. Mr. Obama’s rhetoric is reckless. It is fostering civil strife and racial animosity.”75

Despite portraying himself as a veritable guardian angel for minorities, Obama’s economy is hitting the African-American middle class the hardest. As Fox News’ John Roberts reported, “The unemployment situation across America is bad, no doubt. But for African-Americans in some cities, this is not the great recession. It’s the Great Depression. The  Economic Policy Institute reported that the black unemployment rate, as of July 2011, was 19.2 percent, and if you include those who had quit looking for work, it would exceed 20—which equates to a depression.”76




 “WE’RE BETTER THAN THAT” 

When the contentious debate erupted over a Muslim developer’s plans to build a mosque next to Ground Zero in Manhattan, Democrats found yet another issue to manipulate in their endless campaign against alleged Republican prejudice. As Americans expressed opposition to the mosque and to Obama’s vague support for the project, Obama’s former White House communications director Anita Dunn, who had previously choreographed the administration’s war on Fox News and other perceived opponents, “launched,” according to a Daily Caller report, “a furious attack against Republicans who have criticized President Obama’s remarks on the Ground Zero mosque, labeling the GOP as the party of intolerance.”77

Appearing on MSNBC, Dunn invoked the familiar trope that Republicans are intolerant toward “almost any kind of difference in American society.” She denied speculation that she had coordinated her attack with Obama advisers David Axelrod and Dan Pfeiffer, saying they “did not know, approve, or suggest” her comments. Coordinated or not, her ugly and divisive statements were entirely consistent with the administration’s position and doubtlessly enjoyed its full blessing.

After all, Obama said Republicans were engaged in a “race to the bottom,” promoting the worst things in the American character. Exploiting that theme, Dunn depicted the Ground Zero Mosque debate as a contest between champions of religious liberty and Republican bigots who are “labeling all Muslims in this country as terrorists” and whose party has practically “decided to update itself as the Know-nothing version 2.0.”

According to Dunn—and by inference, to Obama—you can’t oppose a provocative, in-your-face mosque next to the very site of the 9/11 attacks without being a bigot. “We’re better than that,” insisted Dunn. “And that’s what the president was trying to take this argument to. I think to a much higher level.”78




“DISSEMINATING PUSHBACK” 

The administration has prided itself on using social media tools like Facebook and Twitter to get its message out. And in typical form, it has used these media as vehicles for attacking the Right.

Obama has said “more and more people, especially young people, are getting their information through different media. And, historically, part of what makes for healthy democracy, what is good politics, is when you’ve got citizens who are informed, who are engaged.” That’s true—but the White House seems to make an exception when citizens become informed about things it doesn’t want them to know.

The White House exploits social media not just to “cognitively infiltrate” its critics, as Obama regulatory czar Cass Sunstein called it,79 but to bully them, urging supporters to use the social networks to pressure Congress to roll over for Obama’s agenda. “Tweet at your Republican legislators and urge them to support a bipartisan compromise to the debt crisis,” pleaded a post on Obama’s Twitter feed. To up the pressure, Obama said he would “post the Twitter handles of GOP lawmakers in each state.” Similarly, Obama’s staff also uses his Facebook page as a campaign tool.80

The White House takes social media so seriously that it assigned a person—Jesse Lee—to be its “director of progressive media and online response,” a position dedicated to refuting criticism of Obama on social media. Lee came well-prepared for an aggressive, partisan job, having cut his teeth with the Democratic National Committee, former House Speaker Nancy Pelosi, and under Rahm Emanuel’s direction at the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee. Obviously, the administration’s targets are not limited to professional politicians or reporters, but include anyone who dares to challenge it, even private citizens on social media. During a one-month period in 2011, instead of promoting the national interest, Lee, on the taxpayer’s dime, used 15 percent of his tweets on Twitter to debate Obama’s partisan positions with conservative Kevin Eder.81

Commentator Ed Morrissey said he’d originally defended the right of the White House to respond to its critics on social media, though recognizing it would “make the Obama administration look petty and thin-skinned, and would diminish the seriousness and dignity of the  Presidency.” But, he added, he hadn’t realized “just how far below their weight the White House would punch.”82 Nor can we overlook that this lowbrow propaganda campaign is at taxpayer expense.

The administration’s deployment of Lee as its social media point man was not part of some innocuous plan to connect with the public. Two months prior to Lee’s Twitter skirmish with Eder, the Huffington Post had reported that the White House “is now making moves to integrate an online rapid response team inside the White House communications office.” An internal memo from White House Communications Director Dan Pfeiffer said that Lee had been working in the new media and “serving as the White House’s liaison with the progressive media and the online community,” but now he would “take on the second role full time working on outreach, strategy and response.”

Notice the glaring admission that the White House works with “the progressive media”—that is, the liberal media, favorable to its policy agenda. The new role the White House carved out for Lee signaled, according to the Huffington Post, that the White House was “adopting a more aggressive engagement in the online world in the months ahead.” Nor was the White House’s choice of Lee accidental. Lee had overseen the truculent White House blog that got in a flame war with Glenn Beck, in which Lee accused Beck of lying about the administration on his show. Apparently, Lee got high marks from the boss, because he was promoted to the Twitter position for “the purposes of disseminating pushback.”83

Some say the White House makes use of another reliable ally for attacking its critics—Media Matters, a fiercely partisan left-wing group that promotes boycotts of non-liberal media figures. In February 2012, the Daily Caller website published an exposé revealing close coordination between the White House and Media Matters. The Daily Caller reported,A group with the ability to shape news coverage is of incalculable value to the politicians it supports, so it’s no surprise that Media Matters has been in regular contact with political operatives in the Obama administration. According to visitor logs, on June 16, 2010, {MM founder David} Brock and then-Media Matters president Eric Burns traveled to the White House for a meeting with Valerie Jarrett, arguably the president’s closest adviser. Recently departed Obama communications director Anita Dunn returned to the White House for the meeting as well.

It’s not clear what the four spoke about—no one in the meeting returned repeated calls for comment—but the apparent coordination continued. “Anita Dunn became a regular presence at the office,” says someone who worked there. Then-president of Media Matters, Eric Burns, “lunched with her, met with her and chatted with her frequently on any number of matters.”

Media Matters also began a weekly strategy call with the White House, which continues, joined by the liberal Center for American Progress think tank. Jen Psaki, Obama’s deputy communications director, was a frequent participant before she left for the private sector in October 2011.

Every Tuesday evening, meanwhile, a representative from Media Matters attends the Common Purpose Project meeting at the Capitol Hilton on 16th Street in Washington, where dozens of progressive organizations formulate strategy, often with a representative from the Obama White House.84



It may surprise some that a president who promised us bipartisanship and who claims to promote political civility would team up so closely with an attack group whose staffers boast that they got news anchor Lou Dobbs fired from CNN. But the Obama administration recognizes a valuable ally when it sees one, and it is Media Matters’ take-no-prisoners approach to politics that makes it so effective. “We were pretty much writing their prime time,” a former Media Matters operative remarked about MSNBC. “But then virtually all the mainstream media was using our stuff.”85

As the Daily Caller noted, the group’s campaigns—campaigns that obviously endeared it to the White House—can be downright ruthless, with no compunction about attacking local reporters who don’t toe Obama’s line: “Reporters who weren’t cooperative might feel the sting  of a Media Matters campaign against them. ‘If you hit a reporter, say a beat reporter at a regional newspaper,’ a Media Matters source said, ‘all of a sudden they’d get a thousand hostile emails. Sometimes they’d melt down. It had a real effect on reporters who weren’t used to that kind of scrutiny.’”86




ANTI-LIFE REPUBLICANS? 

As described above, throughout his first term, Obama often delegates the harshest attacks on Republicans to his supporters while presenting himself as being above the fray. This strategy descended into self-parody in October 2011 when Obama cited Reverend Martin Luther King’s admonition that Americans should be slow to question each other’s love of country—the same day his deputy press secretary Josh Earnest demanded that Republicans “put country before party” and vote for Obama’s jobs bill.

When Obama said, “If (Martin Luther King) were alive today... he would want us to know we can argue fiercely about the proper size and role of government without questioning each other’s love for this country,” 87 apparently he meant “without questioning his love of country,” not that of Republicans. And in typical form, the next day Obama followed up his call for civility with another jab at those Republicans whose plan, he said, boiled down to: “Dirtier air, dirtier water, less people with health insurance.”88

Even Politico, hardly a conservative publication, featured an op-ed by Keith Koffler arguing that while conservatives often accuse Obama of waging class warfare, his “reelection strategy is about more than the haves and have-nots. It appears he is seeking to stir up full-blown cultural warfare against a large and diverse segment of society known as Republicans.” Unable to run on his economic record, Obama “and his advisers seem to have decided instead to mount a deeply polarizing campaign based on ‘values’—suggesting his vision for America is correct even if the economy is not right yet.” And, Koffler noted, “in waging this battle, Obama is saying nasty and dangerous things. He is promoting his own principles—not just by touting their goodness, but by suggesting that  Republicans hold to an offensive, even un-American philosophy. By painting his opposition as not just wrong but evil, Obama risks dividing the nation in a profound and unnecessary way.”89

Obama indeed was characterizing Republicans as full-blown evil. In his disingenuous remarks on the GOP’s debate in Orlando, he also described conservative audiences as “cheering at the prospect of somebody dying because they don’t have health insurance.” As Koffler wrote, “Allegations that Republicans want sick people to die and hate homosexuals are caricatures you might expect of an extreme House member or a raving partisan running for local office. That a president would say—or even believe—such things is deeply disturbing.”90 To be sure, no reasonable person, especially not a United States president, could actually believe audience members were hoping people would die—as opposed to registering their vocal opposition to Obama’s socialized medicine scheme.

Obama’s remarks established a bizarre theme—Republicans promoting mass death—that trickled down beyond his inner circle. USAID administrator Rajiv Shah testified to the House Appropriations State and Foreign Ops subcommittee that the Republican budget plan, which contained $61 billion in baseline budget cuts—as opposed to actual cuts—would necessitate scaling back a malaria control program and lead to the deaths of 30,000 children. It would also allegedly cause 24,000 deaths due to immunization shortages and another 16,000 deaths from a lack of skilled attendants to oversee childbirths.91




ALL-OUT CLASS WARFARE 

From the beginning of his splash onto the national stage, Obama has been a class warrior seeking to stoke envy and pitting people in different income groups against each other. He continually demonized big businesses, corporations, and “the wealthy,” always hinting they had somehow gamed the system to achieve their success. In his view, of course, the free market system is inherently corrupt, and absent stringent federal regulations, it inevitably leads to unacceptable disparities in income and wealth.

He used class warfare as a bludgeon in virtually every policy initiative he promoted, from his stimulus bill, to cap and trade, to ObamaCare, to his jobs plan, to his budget and tax proposals, to his support for the Occupy Wall Street movement. It was always about the “rich” not paying their fair share. Obama’s treasury secretary Tim Geithner, speaking on CNBC, suggested the “wealthy” should pay higher taxes because “the most fortunate Americans ... [should] bear a slightly larger burden of the privilege of being an American.”92

Well into his third term, even Obama’s media friends had to concede how intentionally confrontational and divisive he was. In October 2011 the Washington Post reported, “There is a noticeably more aggressive, confrontational President Obama roaming the country these days, selling his jobs plan and attacking Republicans for standing in the way of progress by standing up only for the rich.”93

This self-professed uniter began to call out leading congressional Republicans by name. Obama accused House Speaker John Boehner of having “walked away from a balanced package.” Then, speaking from a bridge connecting the states of Boehner (Ohio) and Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (Kentucky), Obama singled out the two Republican leaders for blocking job creation. He mocked GOP presidential candidate Rick Perry as “a governor whose state is on fire, denying climate change.”94 Blasting House Majority Leader Eric Cantor for opposing his jobs bill, Obama demanded, “Does he not believe in rebuilding America’s roads and bridges? Does he not believe in tax breaks for small businesses or efforts to help our veterans?”95

Of course, Obama knew precisely why Cantor and the Republicans opposed his jobs bill: because it was no such thing. His bill called for some $447 billion in borrowed federal money that would neither create jobs nor stimulate the economy any more than his first failed stimulus bill of nearly twice that amount, but it would accelerate our path to national bankruptcy. Obama’s clear implication was that Republican opposition to his agenda was purely partisan, putting the GOP’s selfish interests above the nation’s, and especially those who are most in need.

As always, Obama wasn’t merely trying to divide the American people; he was also aiming to shore up support from his militant leftist  base, which was upset with him for not being radical enough. As the Post reported, “The emergence of this more pugnacious Obama has heartened Democrats, especially the most liberal ones, who spent the past few months dejected by what they saw as the president’s unwillingness to engage his opponents in political combat.”96




ACT “LIKE GROWNUPS” 

There is perhaps no better example of Obama’s petulant intolerance for opposition and his disdainful attitude toward his Republican opponents than his posturing during the budget battles of mid-2011. As those skirmishes heated up in April, Obama called a White House press conference. But instead of laying out his side’s position on the debate, he made it personal, as usual, demonizing his opponents, suggesting they weren’t opposing him on principle—responsible fiscal stewardship—but for purely partisan gain. “We don’t have time for games,” said a “visibly irritated” Obama. “The only question,” he continued, “is whether politics or ideology is going to get in the way of preventing a shutdown.” 97 And after having sat out of the budget talks until then, he had the audacity to demand that congressional leaders act “like grownups,”98 end the impasse, and reach an agreement, as if his own refusal to agree to crucial, meaningful budget cuts weren’t the primary cause of the deadlock.99

At one point during the budget debates, Obama peevishly decided to take his ball home when House Republicans refused to yield to his dictatorial edicts, abruptly ending a tense budget meeting and walking out of the room. He also threatened Eric Cantor, “Eric, don’t call my bluff. I’m going to take this to the American people.” If anyone was bluffing, it was probably Obama, who must have been aware that at the time more voters opposed raising the debt ceiling (45 percent) than supported it (32 percent).100

At no time did Obama register similar disgust for the failure of the Democrat-controlled Senate to pass a budget for almost a thousand days. Like a tyrant who had usurped complete authority over the legislative branch, Obama condescendingly proclaimed, “If they can’t  sort it out, then I want them back here tomorrow.”101 Accusing Obama and Democrats of creating the false appearance of budget cuts with “smoke and mirrors,” House Speaker John Boehner responded, “The president is certainly entitled to disagree with our budget, but what exactly is his alternative? If he wants to have an ‘adult conversation’ about solving our fiscal challenges, he needs to lead instead of sitting on the sidelines.”102

Notably, during this round of budget negotiations, after expressing his frustration that his congressional children couldn’t break their impasse, Obama vowed to personally get on the case, saying, “I want a meeting again tomorrow here at the White House ... and if that doesn’t work, we’ll invite them again the day after that.” The very next day Obama spent a total of three minutes on the phone with House Speaker John Boehner and then jetted off to Philadelphia for a campaign event billed as a town hall meeting on “winning the future.” Following that meeting he flew to New York City for an event with Reverend Al Sharpton.103

Hedging its bets, the administration started lining up the pieces to place the blame on Republicans should a deal not be reached. Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner said that Republican lawmakers would be responsible not just if the country defaulted on its debt obligations, but if through protracted negotiations, it came close to defaulting and spooked the markets. “Lawmakers,” said Geithner, “will say there’s leverage in it, we can advance it. But that would be deeply irresponsible and they will own the risk. It won’t happen in the end, but if they take it too close to the edge, they will own responsibility for that miscalculation.”104




THE MEDICARE SCARE 

As far as the Democrats were concerned, during the budget debates there weren’t any depths to which the Republicans would not sink. Vice President Biden said the Republicans were asking those who are struggling to bear the burden and letting the most fortunate off the hook, which Biden said bordered on being immoral. When CBS News’ Chip Reid asked White House press secretary Jay Carney, “Does the president agree with that?” Carney replied, “Why, I think he does. Yes.”105

Biden said it was wrong to ask senior citizens receiving Medicare to pay more in taxes when people earning more than $1 million a year receive a substantial tax cut. Of course, that was a complete distortion, since Republicans were proposing neither an increase in taxes for lower income groups or seniors nor a tax cut for those earning more than $1 million per year. They were merely standing their ground in refusing to allow the years-old Bush tax cuts to expire for the highest income bracket—for individuals making $200,000 per year and households $250,000 a year—not $1 million and above as Biden misrepresented. Republicans were not demanding further cuts, but only that the existing rates for all income brackets remain the same.

At a speech in mid-April ostensibly to unveil his own budget plan, Obama concentrated largely on denouncing Republicans, some of whom were attending the event at Obama’s invitation. According to the Washington Post, Obama “repeatedly attacked the budget released by the House GOP last week in a sharp, partisan tone.... In the speech, he used as many words to attack the GOP proposal as to lay out his own.” Obama said, “A 70 percent cut in clean energy, a 25 percent cut in education, a 30 percent cut in transportation, cuts in college Pell Grants that will grow to more than $1,000 per year. That’s the proposal. These aren’t the kinds of cuts you make when you’re trying to get rid of some waste or find extra savings in the budget. These aren’t the kinds of cuts that the fiscal commission proposed. These are the kinds of cuts that tell us we can’t afford the America that I believe in and, I think, you believe in.”106

Though Obama had offered no plan to reform Medicare, and the GOP-backed Ryan Plan was geared precisely toward saving the program, Obama declared that the Republicans’ plan would “end Medicare as we know it.” It was vintage Obama, excoriating a Republican proposal but offering nothing of his own, and using Republicans as props and the event as a campaign stunt, just as he did in the fraudulently labeled “Bipartisan Health Care Summit.” Obama continued, “Their vision is less about reducing the deficit than it is about changing the basic social compact in America.” Then came the inevitable class warfare: “There’s nothing serious about a plan that claims to reduce the deficit by spending a trillion dollars on tax cuts for millionaires and billionaires. And I don’t  think there’s anything courageous about asking for sacrifice from those who can least afford it and don’t have any clout on Capitol Hill.”107

The Washington Post could not ignore Obama’s lack of substance and absence of details, observing, “Even as he savaged the GOP proposal, Obama was less than specific about his own. He did not say exactly how he would reform how corporations are taxed, what he would do to achieve a simpler tax system or which defense programs he would cut. On Social Security, he not only didn’t announce a proposal but would not say whether one was likely to be included in the final legislation.”108

Congressman Paul Ryan responded with disbelief, disappointment, and uncharacteristic albeit righteous anger to Obama’s pugnacious tone. “I am very disappointed in the president,” Ryan declared:I was excited when we got invited to attend his speech today. I thought the president’s invitation ... was an olive branch. Instead, what we got was a speech that was excessively partisan, dramatically inaccurate, and hopelessly inadequate to addressing our country’s pressing fiscal challenges. What we heard today was not fiscal leadership from our commander in chief. What we heard today was a political broadside from our campaigner in chief.... Rather than building bridges, he’s poisoning wells. By failing seriously to confront the most predictable economic crisis in our nation’s history, the president’s policies are committing us and our children to a diminished future. We are looking to bipartisan solutions not to partisan rhetoric.... Exploiting people’s emotions of fear, envy and anxiety is not hope, it’s not change; it’s partisanship. We don’t need partisanship, we don’t need demagoguery, we need solutions.109








 “A SUGAR-COATED SATAN SANDWICH” 

In the days that followed, Obama only sharpened his attacks, accusing Republicans of wanting to turn the United States into a “Third World” country because they were not willing to “invest” in infrastructure improvements. “Under their vision,” said Obama, “we can’t invest  in roads and bridges and broadband and high-speed rail. I mean, we would be a nation of potholes, and our airports would be worse than places that we thought—that we used to call the Third World, but who are now investing in infrastructure.”110 With all his haughty criticism, Obama never has explained what happened to that $862 billion of borrowed money he spent for “shovel-ready” jobs to rebuild our infrastructure. He just laughed about his epiphany that shovel-ready jobs don’t actually exist.

In the end, after all of Obama’s whining about GOP obstructionism and its refusal to compromise or even negotiate in good faith, once a debt-ceiling deal was reached, the White House bragged that it had strong-armed Republicans into capitulating. It boasted on its blog, “The president stood firm and forced Republicans to back down, preventing them from using the prospect of default as leverage again in six months by ensuring that any additional debt-limit increases will not be needed until 2012.”111

Far from appreciative of the compromise, Obama called Republican opposition to his plan “a manufactured crisis.” As if to suggest that all efforts by Republicans to rein in his spending orgy were solely geared toward harming the economy—never mind that none of his grandiose spending sprees had done anything to stimulate economic growth—Obama said, “Voters may have chosen divided government but they sure didn’t vote for dysfunctional government. They want us to solve problems, they want us to get this economy growing and adding jobs.”112

Obama conspicuously declined to object to querulous reactions to the deal from fellow Democrats. Congressman Emanuel Cleaver, chairman of the Congressional Black Caucus, described the agreement as “a sugar-coated Satan sandwich” and “a shady bill.”113 Congressman Luis Gutierrez proclaimed, “The Tea Partiers and the GOP have made their slash and burn lunacy clear, and while I do not love this compromise, my vote is a hose to stop the burning. The arsonists must be stopped.”114 Congresswoman Maxine Waters declared, “As far as I’m concerned—the tea party can go straight to hell.”115

When difficult negotiations yield an agreement, leaders often praise the other side and express hope for more cooperation in the future. But  after repeatedly describing Obama’s counterparts as callous, heartless barbarians, Team Obama had gone so far out on the rhetorical ledge that it probably couldn’t climb down even had it wanted to.




 “THEIR VISION IS RADICAL” 

Indeed, Obama used the budget agreement as a launching pad to step up his attacks on the GOP. Just a few days after the agreement was struck, speaking about Republican proposals for entitlement reform at the headquarters of Facebook in Palo Alto, California, he declared, “I think it is fair to say that their vision is radical.” He continued, “I don’t think it’s particularly courageous. Nothing is easier than solving a problem on the backs of people who are poor, or people who are powerless, or don’t have lobbyists, or don’t have clout.”116

At his next campaign stop, in San Francisco, Obama mocked Republicans as “climate change deniers.” Referring to rising oil prices, with no hint that his own policies were partly to blame, he said that curbing our reliance on foreign oil is a “national security imperative.” As usual, he also said nothing of his bitter resistance to increasing domestic oil production. At the home of SalesForce.com CEO Marc Benioff, he said, “And then there’s the environmental aspect of it. There are climate change deniers in Congress and when the economy gets tough, sometimes environmental issues drop from people’s radar screens.”117

Switching gears, Obama used the tenth anniversary of the 9/11 attacks to offer Republicans another phony olive branch. In an op-ed in USA Today, he exhorted Americans to reclaim “the true spirit of America” that united us after the attacks—the “ordinary goodness and patriotism of the American people and the unity that we needed to move forward together, as one nation.” It was odd, given his recent history, to read Obama’s words: “Let’s never forget the lesson we learned anew 10 years ago—that our differences pale beside what unites us and that when we choose to move forward together, as one American family, the United States doesn’t just endure, we can emerge from our tests and trials stronger than before.”118

His declared truce was as ephemeral as the “saved or created” jobs he attributes to his stimulus bill. The very day after the 9/11 anniversary, Obama told NBC News that the “vast majority” of Americans reject the “extreme” ideas of the tea party movement. “I do think that the extreme position that you hear that says government has no role to play in growing our economy, that the federal government has no function to play in building a strong middle class, is absolutely wrong. I reject that view. And I think the vast majority of Americans reject that view.”119

Not missing a beat, the next day Obama again accused Republicans of playing political games in opposing his jobs bill. But what Republican would have supported a proposal to spend another $447 billion to “stimulate” the economy when the first “stimulus” bill was such an abject failure and when we are so inundated by debt? Again, he urged his audience to bombard congressmen with tweets and emails to pressure them into further bankrupting the nation. The ongoing irony was that it was Obama who was always political, always partisan. As Republican National Committee chairman Rence Priebus said, “We all get the joke. He’s in Virginia, Ohio, and North Carolina. Doing what? Selling to the American people for his re-election effort.”120




“A STRATEGY OF RUINING THE COUNTRY TO RULE THE COUNTRY” 

Polarization and divisiveness come as easy to Obama as falling off a log, but, tellingly, at a certain point he made a conscious effort to dial up his militancy as a matter of strategy. David Plouffe, who joined the White House team in January 2011, has been described as “the chief choreographer for the president’s performance.” Plouffe, under heat from the base for not being combative enough—as ludicrous as that charge was—reportedly pushed Obama to adopt a more strident tone. Plouffe had been advising Obama to stay above the fray for fear of alienating independents, but he allegedly yielded to the pressure and “answered the appeals of his party and finally set the president on a more partisan... course.”121

The suggestion that Obama’s default position was anything other than hyper-partisan was patently absurd. But his advisers and the media would have had us believe otherwise, obviously assuming we’d been living in a vacuum the past three years, oblivious to Obama’s militant partisanship. So the liberal media persisted in portraying Obama as a veritable pacifist toward his political opponents, as when the New York Times wrote, “To the relief of many Democrats, Mr. Obama has become more assertive lately in attacking Republicans and drawing contrasts with them.”122 Similarly, The Hill portrayed Obama’s cheap shots at Governor Rick Perry as “some of the most direct and combative for Obama so far,”123 as if he hadn’t been that petty for years.

Not that Obama’s fellow Democratic strategists needed the prompting, but Obama clearly created a vitriolic climate. Veteran Democratic strategist Bob Shrum said, “It’s certainly obvious Republicans have established a strategy of ruining the country to rule the country,” adding that Obama should convince voters “that he was a warrior for ordinary people.” Translated, Obama’s charge was to recast “Obama, the reasonable man, as a reasonably angry man.”124 It would be interesting to know if that’s how Shrum would have characterized Obama’s unscripted comments at a private dinner with supporters in Chicago a few months prior. Captured on a hot mic, Obama said, “You want to repeal healthcare? Go at it. We’ll have that debate. You’re not going to be able to do that by nickel-and-diming me in the budget. You think we’re stupid?”125

This is quite odd and markedly distinct from other presidents. President George W. Bush, for all the unfair partisan arrows he took, always represented himself as leader of all the American people and of the United States. By contrast, Obama deliberately set out on a course to cast himself as a president not of all the people, but only of those whose cause he championed or who had the good sense to side with him. Political commentator Peter Wehner, who worked in the George W. Bush White House, wrote, “Obama has become the most intentionally divisive president we’ve seen in quite some time.” It’s not unusual for a president’s policies to be divisive, admitted Wehner, but Obama “now belongs in a separate category. Each day, it seems, he and/or his supporters are seeking  to divide us. The rhetoric employed by the president and his allies is meant to fan the flames of resentment, to turn Americans against one another, and to stoke feelings of envy, grievances, and rage.”126

Thus, if anyone was expecting Obama to change course to a more harmonious path, they would be disappointed. David Plouffe continued to reinforce Obama’s proclivities toward bullying and community organizing against his opponents, as well as his flair for ridicule. To demonize and diminish the tea party in the midst of yet another political standoff over the budget and a potential government shutdown, Plouffe said in late September 2011, “We’re not going to make progress on the deficit, on things we can do right now for jobs, on tax cuts, unless those 30 or 40 Tea Party members of the Republican House stop being the focal point of our discussion.” Plouffe further accused Republicans of “playing politics with disasters,” referring to the claim that the Federal Emergency Agency’s Disaster Relief Fund would be insolvent unless a continuing resolution were passed.

Obama, for his part, was ridiculing accusations that he stoked class warfare even as he stridently did so. He told a crowd in Ohio, “If asking a billionaire to pay the same tax rate as a plumber or teacher makes me a warrior for the middle class, I’ll wear that charge as a badge of honor. Because the only class warfare I’ve seen is the battle that’s been waged against the middle class in this country for a decade.”127

The next day, in California campaigning again, Obama said that the Republican vision of government would “fundamentally cripple America in meeting the challenges of the 21st century.” Lavishing his militant leftist base with the choicest of red meats, he declared, “From the moment I took office what we’ve seen is a constant ideological pushback against any kind of sensible reforms that would make our economy work better and give people more opportunity.”128

[image: 003]

At the end of Obama’s second year in office, CNN asked, “Which president, in recent history, had the most polarizing second year in office?  The answer,” wrote CNN political producer Shannon Travis, “President Obama, according to a fresh analysis.” Travis cited a Gallup poll comparing Obama’s second year approval numbers—from January 2010 to January 2011—to those of other presidents, reporting that some 81 percent of Democrats approved while only 13 percent of Republicans did, representing a 68 percent gap, higher than any other president in his second year. George W. Bush had a higher gap during the most contentious periods of the Iraq War, but Obama was clearly trending toward record-setting territory in just his second year, in stark contrast to the conciliatory image on which he’d campaigned.129

This is the inevitable result of Obama’s brawling, ends-justifies-the-means attitude toward his opponents. Portraying Republicans and tea partiers as advocates of everything from racism to mass death, Obama and his allies don’t engage with conservatives, but seek to thoroughly discredit them as honorable human beings. For this administration, the personal is indeed political—and they will resort to any means necessary to win.
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